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INTRODUCTION 
This research examines risks that husbands and wives perceive in 
giving gifts of clothing to family members. Gifts of clothing are chosen 
as the focus of this research because they have market as well as 
consumption implications. 
From a marketing viewpoint, gifts of clothing are important to 
retailers and manufacturers of clothing. Belshaw (1965) estimated that 
10 percent of retail sales of clothing was for gifts. Although current 
data on proportion of clothing gift sales in the retail market are not 
readily available, the contents of retail advertisements for clothing 
imply that sales of clothing for gifts are substantial. Winakor (1988a) 
found that 28 percent of all clothing advertisements in two newspapers 
during the periods preceding Mother's and Father's Days 1987 mentioned 
these gift-giving occasions. Two-thirds of all newspaper advertisements 
for clothing during the 1987 Christmas shopping season mentioned either 
the holiday, gift, or both (Winakor, 1988b). This did not include the 
large number of newspaper advertising inserts, all of which emphasized 
the gift occasion. 
For consumers, clothing gift purchases constitute expenditures. 
Home and Winakor (1988) found that gifts of clothing within the nuclear 
family ranged from $13 to $706 for Christmas. Garner and Wagner (1988) 
reported that in 1984-1985 gifts to persons outside the consumer unit 
averaged $764 per consumer unit per year, of which about $18 were for 
gifts of clothing to infants under two. 
From a clothing consumption viewpoint, gifts of new clothing are the 
major supplementary source of clothing for family members (Britton, 
1969). As reported by Belk (1979) and Caplow (1982), clothing is given 
more often than any other type of commodity as gifts, accounting for 25 
to 35 percent of gifts for various occasions. 
2 
Research on gift giving indicates that clothing is a gift item often 
requested by and exchanged among related persons at Christmas. Jolibert 
and Fernandez-Moreno (1983), who compared Christmas gift-giving practices 
of French and Mexican families, and Caron and Ward (1975), who looked at 
where children get their ideas for gifts they want and how their parents 
respond, found that clothing ranked high or highest among gifts wanted 
and received. Home and Winakor (1988) reported that clothing gifts are 
exchanged primarily among related persons, especially within consumer 
units. 
The foregoing observations raise many questions. If exchange of 
clothing gifts is indeed a common practice within consumer units, how are 
clothing gift decisions made? In what ways do husbands and wives 
participate in the decision-making process? Research shows that the 
female spouse is often the primary purchaser of gifts (Caplow, 1982; 
Fischer & Arnold, 1990) and of clothing in general (Sauskojus, 1984). 
Home and Winakor (1988) also observed that the female spouse is 
frequently the primary purchaser of clothing gifts. This may be because 
the female spouse is usually more familiar than her husband with clothing 
preferences of family members, and with the process of purchasing 
clothing. As a result, husbands and wives may perceive different types 
and amounts of risk in giving clothing gifts to family members. 
Bauer (1960) identified perceived risk as a major factor in consumer 
behavior. Researchers have identified six types of perceived risk: 
economic, social, psychological, performance, physical (Jacoby & Kaplan, 
1972), and time (Roselius, 1971). 
Research on perceived risk related to clothing is limited to a few 
areas. The types of perceived risk associated with suits, winter coats 
and dress shoes were identified by Jacoby and Kaplan (1972). Although 
clothing is subject to fashion, fashion change is not perceived as an 
additional type of risk for clothing (Winakor, Canton, & Wolins, 1980). 
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However, the stage of a clothing style in the fashion cycle influenced 
the amounts of certain types of risk that males and females perceived 
(Minshall, Winakor, & Swinney, 1982). Specifically, Winakor and Lubner-
Rupert (1983) found that style features of clothing were related to 
perceived economic risk. 
Research on gender differences in perceptions of risk yielded varied 
results. When males and females responded to affective items about self 
esteem and risk in shopping for and choosing clothing, answers from the 
males tended to be more homogeneous and less extreme than those from 
females (Winakor et al., 1980). The factor structures for the two sexes 
also showed that types of risk were more clearly defined for females than 
for males. 
When husbands and wives were asked to rate the amount of negative 
consequences regarding purchases of products for spouses in 18 situations 
representing various types of perceived risks, spouses did not differ in 
their perceptions of social, physical, and psychological consequences of 
making decisions for each other (Hart, 1974). However, in the research 
by Lubner-Rupert and Winakor (1985), husbands and wives differed in the 
amount of economic, social, and psychological risks they perceived in 
drawings of clothing styles for their own and the other sex. 
Furthermore, research has also shown gender differences in gift-
giving behavior. Females purchased greater numbers of gifts, but they 
spent less for each of them than did males; men bought fewer but more 
expensive gifts than did females (Caplow, 1982; Fischer & Arnold, 1990). 
However, Manikowske and Winakor (1991) observed that in giving and 
receiving gifts, both males and females generally wanted to impress 
recipients and showed concern for the recipient's convenience and 
satisfaction. 
Because research suggests that males and females differ in their 
perceptions of risk related to clothing and in their gift-giving 
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behavior, it is reasonable to propose that they have different risk 
perceptions in the process of giving clothing gifts to each other and to 
other family members. This dissertation examines husbands' and wives' 
perceived social, psychological, performance, time, and economic risks in 
giving clothing gifts to family members. This research is part of a 
larger project entitled "Clothing Acquisition Practices of Iowa Families; 
Gifts, Proxy Buying, and Retailer Policies", Iowa Agriculture and Home 
Economics Experiment Station Project 2772. All phases of this research 
received approval from the Committe on The Use of Human Subjects in 
Research. 
Objectives 
The objectives of this research are to examine: 
1. The risks husbands and wives perceive in giving clothing 
gifts to; 
a. each other. 
b. sons and daughters. 
2. Whether spouses' risk perceptions differ according to: 
a. the recipient (spouses or children). 
b. the type of garment. 
c. the interactions between recipient and garment, and 
among spouse, recipient, and garment. 
Definitions 
1. Perceived Risk - actions of consumers that will produce consequences 
that they cannot anticipate with certainty (Bauer, 1960). 
2. Social Risk - the risk that a product may affect the way others think 
of the consumer. 
3. Psychological Risk - the risk that a product may not be consonant 
with the consumer's self image or self-concept. 
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4. Time Risk - the risk that time is wasted in replacing or repairing a 
faulty product (Roselius, 1971). 
5. Economic Risk - the risk that a consumer may lose money on a product. 
6. Performance Risk - the risk that a product may not function properly. 
7. Family - includes husband, wife, son, daughter. 
8. Clothing Gift - a clothing item, ready-to-wear and purchased new, 
given by one person or persons to another. 
Assumptions and Limitations 
Assumptions of this research are: 
1. Husband-wife couples respond independently to the 
questionnaires as instructed. 
2. Husband-wife couples are able to report answers on an 11-point 
certainty scale. 
3. Responses of those who fail to return the questionnaires are 
not different from responses of those who return the 
questionnaires. 
4. Husbands and wives who do not have sons or daughters are aible 
to respond to the questionnaire by thinking of how they would 
feel if they were giving clothing gifts to a male or female 
relative who is younger than they. 
Limitations of this research are: 
1. The terms "risk" and "uncertainty" are used interchangeably. 
In the economic context, uncertainty is a state in which a 
person has no knowledge of the probabilities of different 
outcomes whereas risk is experienced when a person can identify 
the probabilities of different outcomes (Douglas, 1975, pp. 
46-47). In this research, perceived risk is closer to 
uncertainty in the economic interpretation. 
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2. Perceived physical risk is omitted from this research. 
3. The responses represent only the givers' perceptions; the 
recipients' perceptions are not accounted for. 
4. Findings apply only to clothing purchased new, ready-to-wear. 
5. Findings are limited to specific garments. 
6. Generalizations are limited to husband-wife couples with 
demographic and family characteristics similar to those in 
the sample. 
Explanation of Dissertation Format 
This dissertation is written in the manuscript format. It begins 
with an introduction that outlines the basis for conducting this 
research, objectives, definitions, and assumptions and limitations. 
Section I summarizes the literature concerning the role of gift giving in 
social, interpersonal, and family relationships. Section II is the first 
manuscript, "A Conceptual Framework For The Gift-Giving Process: 
Implications for Clothing", co-authored by Geitel Winakor. It presents 
four stages of the gift-giving process — prepurchase, purchase, 
presentation, and postpresentation, and the behavioral components 
relevant to each stage. The manuscript is published in the Summer, 1991 
issue of the Clothing and Textiles Research Journal (Home & Winakor, 
1991). Financial assistance for preparation of the manuscript was 
provided by the Iowa Agriculture and Home Economics Experiment Station 
and the Department of Textiles and Clothing. 
Section III summarizes relevant literature on perceived risk in 
general and the application of perceived risk for clothing research. 
Section IV states the null hypotheses for this research. Section V 
describes the procedure for carrying out this research. 
Section VI is the second manuscript, "Giving Gifts of Clothing: 
Risk Perceptions of Husbands and wives". It reports findings on the 
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research related to risks perceived by husbands and wives in giving 
clothing gifts. The manuscript is co-authored by Geitel Winakor and will 
be submitted to the Clothing and Textiles Research Journal for review. 
Section VII contains findings that are not presented in the second 
manuscript. Section VIII presents conclusions drawn from this research. 
A general summary of the entire dissertation follows. The section on 
literature cited includes a complete reference list of all the research 
cited for this dissertation. 
8 
SECTION I. THE ROLE OF GIFT GIVING IN SOCIAL, INTERPERSONAL, 
AND FAMILY RELATIONSHIPS 
Gift giving has many functions in daily living. It affects social 
relationships because gift giving helps to establish social ties among 
people. The symbolic meaning in gifts is important in nurturing 
interpersonal relationships. In the context of the family, the motives 
and the purposes of gift giving are complicated by the close relations 
among its members. 
Social Exchange 
A gift is something that one person or consumer unit gives to 
another without asking anything in return. This seemingly simple gesture 
plays an important role in the social lives of people. Blau (1964) 
viewed it as one of many mechanisms in the process of social exchange. 
The underlying principle in social exchange is that when a person 
gives rewarding services, the recipient of the services feels obligated 
to return the benefit when the situation arises (Blau, 1964). Thus, the 
giving of a gift creates an obligation for the gift recipient. To 
discharge the obligation, the recipient gives the giver a gift when the 
occasion for reciprocation arises. The giving and receiving set in 
motion a course of social interaction that, over time, creates bonds of 
friendship, fortifies status (Blau, 1964), and establishes group norms 
and structure. 
The role of gifts in establishing and maintaining social 
relationships is illustrated by the purposeful effort with which 
Americans of Japanese descent record the money gifts they receive 
(Johnson, 1974). The amount received from a person sets the precedent 
for subsequent money gift exchanges with that person. The notion of 
status fortification is supported by Cheal (1988) who observed that 
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Winnipeg residents tended to give higher-priced gifts if the gift-giving 
occasion was attended by a large number of people. 
Interpersonal Relationships 
While gift giving has a distinct role in maintaining social order, 
its role in the development of interpersonal relationships is equally 
important. According to Schwartz (1967), "Gifts are one of the ways in 
which the pictures that others have of us in their minds are transmitted" 
(p. 1). In other words, gifts are messages that givers send to 
recipients; these messages in turn affect the relationships between those 
engaged in exchange. 
Specifically, gifts can impose identity upon the giver or the 
recipient. Depending upon the desirability of the imposed identity, the 
relationship between the giver and the recipient may be strengthened or 
weakened. Giving generous gifts to someone who otherwise would not have 
access to the good or service confers status on the recipient; it may 
also result in placing the recipient in a subordinate position. Givers 
may give gifts to convey hostility, such as in the case of giving 
embarassing gifts or objects that are inferior to what was received on an 
earlier gift-giving occasion. 
A gift can also be a symbol of the closeness of the giver and the 
recipient (Belk, 1979). Wagner, Ettenson, and Verrier (1990) indicated 
that fiber content of baby clothing gifts had greater effect than price 
and size on the giver's decisions when the giver and the recipient were 
close; price and size had greater effect than fiber content when the 
relationship was more distant. These observations suggest that the gift 
as well as its attributes are symbols of social relationships. 
Poe (1977) suggested three theories to examine how gifts may affect 
interpersonal relationships — equity, reactance, and attribution. 
Equity theory portrays gift giving as guided by the desires of the giver 
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and the recipient to maintain balance between what they give and what 
they receive. Any perceived imbalance by the exchange partners may 
affect the relationship between them. In reactance theory, gifts may be 
perceived as a threat to which the recipient may respond with resentment 
or overt aggression. In the context of attribution theory, the recipient 
of gifts may misunderstand the giver's motives in giving a particular 
gift. 
Gift Giving in The Family 
As mentioned, gift giving contributes in part to the stability of 
society and regulates reciprocation among its people. The same gesture, 
when viewed in the context of the family, takes on additional meanings. 
The concepts of grants and exchange symmetry can be applied to better 
understand the dynamics of gift giving in families. 
Grants 
Grants are one-way transfers that are given without expecting the 
recipient to reciprocate. Their function is to reallocate resources in a 
direction that the grantor finds desirable, or to change the activity of 
the recipient (Boulding, 1981). In the family context, grants include 
provisions for physical sustenance and human capital development (Bivens, 
1976). Grants of consumer goods may be in the form of gifts to each 
other. 
The grantor's or giver's intentions can be benevolent or malevolent. 
Research has shown that giving of goods, services, and money from the old 
to the young in families is a way to enable the young to possess goods 
that would normally be out of reach. Smith and Olson (1984) found that 
beginning families received three times the dollar amounts of grants of 
goods and money that elderly families received. The altruistic motive is 
also present in some of the case studies reported by Cheal (1987) — 
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older members of the family chose gifts that they knew the recipient 
could not afford to own. Giving, in these circumstances, results in 
raising the level of consumption of the recipients or helping them reach 
a desired standard of living. 
Bivens (1976) acknowledged that although benevolent grants engender 
feelings of trust which in turn contribute to the integrative nature of 
the family, these may not always yield positive outcomes. For example, 
grants such as generous inheritances may create dependency or perpetuate 
inequalities within the family (Boulding, 1981). 
Grants given with ill intentions may be expressed as threats to the 
recipient. For example, parents may deliberately give to one of their 
children a gift that is perceptibly inferior to those given to other 
children to remind the child of his or her undesirable behavior. This is 
in harmony with Homans' reward-punishment model of exchange (1974) in 
that families may use gift giving as a means to elicit or reinforce 
desirable behavior or to discourage undesirable behavior. 
Svmmetrv in Exchange 
The concept of symmetry in gift exchange was introduced by Moschetti 
(1979). Asymmetric exchange refers to a gift exchange in which "one 
receives more than is given (or vice versa), while in symmetric gift 
exchange one receives an equal gift in return" (p. 2). Moschetti 
theorized that Christmas gift exchange within the family is asymmetric 
with children receiving more than they give because the occasion is 
child-centered. Exchange tends to become symmetric in families with 
adult children. Gift exchanges between families and outsiders such as 
neighbors are usually symmetric. 
Research by sociologists supports the notion that family gift giving 
is asymmetric both in terms of quantity and value. Cheal (1983) analyzed 
data from the Consumer Expenditure Survey and the Canadian Family 
12 
Expenditure Survey and showed that the direction of giving was almost 
always downward. Individuals and families with heads aged 65 or older 
tended to give more gifts than those in the younger age segments. Older 
people also tended to receive fewer gifts than they gave. 
In another study of family gift giving, Cheal (1986) found that more 
valuable gifts were given to immediate nuclear family than to kin outside 
the nuclear family. Caplow (1982) reported similar findings in his study 
of Christmas gift-giving behavior of Middletown residents. Over one-
fourth of gifts valued between $25 and $500 were given to primary kin; 
only 13 and three percent were given to secondary and tertiary kin 
respectively. Cheal (1986) also observed that within the nuclear family, 
spouses gave each other more valuable gifts than they gave to their 
parents or children. 
How can this asymmetric exchange within families be explained? 
Cheal (1988) theorized that imbalanced intergenerational transfer of 
gifts is a way for parents to make familial contact rewarding as their 
young adult children continue to identify and associate with peers 
outside the family. This agrees with Boulding's view (1981) that one 
function of grants is to change the activity of the recipient. 
Although child-centeredness of gift-giving occasions (Moschetti, 
1979) may be a reason for asymmetric exchange, family members' ability to 
reciprocate could be an overidding reason. Not only are children the 
center of many gift-giving occasions, they also lack the ability or the 
resources to reciprocate in kind. 
Research by Caplow (1982) and Cheal (1986) suggested that the 
asymmetric exchange is a symbol of roles of family members. Roles are 
enacted in fêunily gift giving when older members are expected to give 
while the young members are expected to receive. Furthermore, the 
traditional role of men as major wage earners is reflected in Caplow's 
research (1982). He found that men gave twice as many of the gifts 
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costing $25 to $500 as women did. Cheal (1986) also reported similar 
asymmetry in spouses' gift expenditure in his study conducted in 
Winnipeg. Women's role as providers of services for the family is 
clearly reflected in Caplow's research where he found that women were 
primarily responsible for shopping and preparing Christmas gifts for 
presentation. 
The foregoing discussion shows that perceptions of equity may be 
influenced by symmetry. Because the male spouse is primarily responsible 
for payment for gifts while the female spouse is responsible for locating 
and purchasing gifts, the logic of equity theory would conclude that 
husbands and wives may perceive imbalance in their contributions to the 
gift-giving process. But because their contributions are complementary, 
no inequity may be perceived. 
Other Functions of Gift Giving in Feunilies 
The preceding discussion identified three possible functions of 
family gift giving: improving the level of living of young family 
members, role enactment of family members, and enticing family members to 
continue familial contact. Additional functions may include 
socialization of children and facilitating change in the family. 
As mentioned, young children normally do not have the ability or 
resources to reciprocate, but as Caplow (1982) observed, they are, 
nonetheless, "expected to give a token gift for each primary relative 
with help from adults" (p. 388). The giving of a token gift becomes a 
lesson in reciprocation. As children mature and begin to interact with 
persons outside the immediate family, they are guided by the norms of 
reciprocity in their dealings with friends and peers. 
Furthermore, gifts given to children may also reflect their 
socialization. Findings in research by Belk (1979) showed that parents 
tended to choose toys that match the sex role they deem suitable for 
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their male and female children (e.g., dolls for girls, cars for boys). 
Although socialization was not the focus of research by Caron and Ward 
(1975), they found that young girls tended to receive clothing, jewelry, 
or musical instruments as Christmas gifts whereas young boys tended to 
receive models and competitive game toys. 
Family gift giving may be a way to introduce or discourage change in 
the family. For example, parents may give their children computer 
equipment with a view to changing their modes of learning. Or one spouse 
may give to the other a high technology appliance that may change home 
management practices. On the other hand, gift giving may be used to 
discourage change such as when a couple gives conservative clothing to 
their teenage daughter because they think that what is currently 
fashionable for teenagers is inappropriate. 
Reactance theory may be applied to account for the reactions of 
recipients of gifts. In the preceding examples, the high technology 
appliance may be perceived as a threat to the recipient's existing way of 
managing the home; the teenage daughter may feel that her freedom of 
dress is threatened. 
In the context of attribution theory, the spouse who received the 
high technology appliance may misinterpret the gift as a criticism of his 
or her home management ability. The teenage daughter may think that her 
parents are trying to change the way she dresses (which is true in this 
case). 
Roles of Husband and Wife in Household Decisions 
While there is a body of research on the roles of husband and wives 
in household decision making, the behaviors of spouses in giving goods to 
each other and to family members are seldom given much attention. Some 
research has focused on decision making for a particular product class. 
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for example, home, automobiles, home furnishings. Findings from these 
studies have limited application to gift giving in the family. 
A review of research in spouses' roles in household decision-making 
by Davis (1976) clearly shows that the spouses' participation in 
decisions regarding purchases for the household is dependent upon the 
type of decision being made and the stage of decision making. The extent 
to which spouses contribute to gift-giving decisions is not known. 
Nonetheless, a few research findings on spouses' role in clothing 
acquisition may have implications for gift giving. Davis and Rigaux 
(1974) interviewed 73 husband-wife couples in Belgium and found that 
decisions about wife's and children's clothing were made by the wife most 
of the time by a majority of the households. However, there was very 
little agreement between spouses with respect to which spouse played an 
active part in purchasing husbands' clothes. In another study by Haley, 
Overholser and Associates (cited in Davis, 1976), it was found that 
husbands' involvement in household purchases generally was lowest in the 
actual shopping phase. 
Gender Differences in Gift-Giving Behavior 
Research showed that males and females differ in their behavior 
towards gift giving. In Caplow (1982) and Fischer and Arnold (1990), 
female respondents reported giving, respectively, slightly over twice and 
slightly over one and one-half the number of gifts that males gave. In 
both studies, males spent more on gifts than females did. Caplow (1982) 
adopted the explanation that the expensive gifts that men give reflect 
their status as major income earners in the family. 
Manikowske and Winakor (1991) examined male and female university 
students' responses to affective statements about giving and receiving 
gifts. They found that both females' and males' perceptions of gift 
giving were characterized by their reactions to receiving gifts, concern 
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for recipients, pleasing recipients, and impressing recipients. Caplow's 
(1982) observation that males spend more money on gifts may be 
interpreted as an avenue for males to impress the recipients. 
Furthermore, Fischer and Arnold (1990) showed that the males' degree 
of involvement in gift giving depends upon their sex-role attitudes and 
gender identity. Males who held less traditional attitudes about 
stereotypical sex roles and had greater communal orientation showed 
degrees of involvement in gift-giving that are comparable to that of the 
traditional females. 
Clothing Gifts 
Clothing has been shown to be a frequently-given gift (Belk, 1979; 
Caplow, 1982; Jolibert & Fernandez-Moreno, 1983). Clothing items given 
as gifts included sportshirts, sweaters, scarves, gloves and hats, and 
socks (Home & Winakor, 1988); casual wear and sportswear (Belk, 1979); 
slippers, bathrobes, nightgowns, pajamas, and work shirts (Peters, 1968). 
Home and Winakor (1988) and Wagner et al. (1990) agreed that fiber 
content, price, and style are major attributes of clothing gifts. 
Clothing gifts add to the recipient's existing stock of clothing; 
the gifts can either complement or substitute for certain clothing items 
in the recipients' wardrobes. Winakor, MacDonald, Kunz, and Buzicky 
(1969) reported that gifts had inconsistent substitution effects, 
particularly for adult clothing. In contrast, gifts to children of some 
items of new clothing such as boys' or girls' socks and underwear had 
high rates of substitution for clothing purchased new. 
Clothing gifts are especially important for families because they 
constitute a supplemental source of clothing acquisition for the 
recipient (Winakor, 1969). Furthermore, clothing was a gift item 
frequently exchanged among family members or relatives (Home & Winakor, 
1988). 
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Some researchers offered reasons for giving clothing as gifts. Belk 
(1979) suggested that certain items of clothing such as underwear are 
symbols of intimacy. Caplow (1982) attributed the preference for 
clothing as gifts to the way clothing describes the recipient by age, 
sex, appearance, and style. Cheal (1987) theorized that the nondurable 
nature of clothing and the cyclical character of clothing styles are 
reasons for the popularity of clothing as gifts. 
Summary 
In sum, gift giving is a way to initiate social interaction; the 
evaluation of how much or what to give according to how much or what was 
received establishes norms for social interaction as well as maintaining 
status balance in social relationships; the act of reciprocation upholds 
social order. Gifts affect interpersonal relationships by imposing 
identity, enhancing status, or subordinating those involved in gift 
exchange. Gifts may also create feelings of inequity, threat, or 
misunderstanding between the giver and the recipient. 
Family gift giving differs from gift giving among friends and 
acquaintances in that some of the gifts given to family members are 
grants that are altruistic in nature. Other characteristics of family 
gift giving are that the exchange is often asymmetric; it is symbolic of 
roles of family members; it is a vehicle for socialization; it is used to 
elicit desirable behavior from family members. 
Research indicates that clothing is a gift frequently exchanged 
among related persons, especially those within the same consumer unit. 
Given the closeness of clothing to the ego, it is not surprising that 
family members are more likely than unrelated persons to exchange 
clothing gifts. By virtue of their proximity, family members are more 
aware of each other's tastes and preferences for clothing and, therefore, 
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they may be more confident in selecting styles that would be satisfactory 
to the recipient. 
Further, because each family is at a different stage of individual 
development, the social, economic, and psychological forces that shape 
each family member's choice of clothing vary in intensity. As a result, 
giving clothing gifts to family members involves anticipating and 
avoiding undesirable consequences that a particular clothing item may 
bring to the recipient. Gender differences in gift-giving behavior 
further suggest that family members may have differing perceptions about 
gift giving because they are motivated by different forces. 
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SECTION II. A CONCEPTUAL FRAMEWORK FOR THE GIFT-GIVING 
PROCESS; IMPLICATIONS FOR CLOTHING 
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Abstract 
Clothing gifts constitute a substantial share of retail sales of 
clothing and of clothing acquired for consumption, but little else is 
known about clothing gifts. This paper presents a conceptual framework 
for the gift-giving process with clothing-specific applications. The 
framework consists of four stages: prepurchase, purchase, presentation, 
and postpresentation. Components of the prepurchase stage are object; 
interactions among occasion, recipient, and gift object; giver and 
recipient; cost of gifts; and information search. The purchase stage 
includes choice of retail outlets for gifts, distance traveled to locate 
gifts, and methods of payment. The presentation stage focuses on 
perceptions of the giver and the recipient when the gift is revealed. 
The postpresentation stage includes ways in which gifts affect 
interpersonal relationships; consumption of gifts is another component of 
this final stage. Theoretical and methodological issues in gift-giving 
research are identified and discussed with respect to their impact on 
research design and interpretation of results. The paper concludes with 
a list of research topics on clothing gifts. 
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A Conceptual Framework For The Gift-Giving Process: 
Implications For Clothing 
Anthropological and sociological research has revealed the 
importance of gift giving in the daily lives of people. Economic 
analysis of gift giving has shown expenditures for gifts by consumer 
units. Marketers and consumer behaviorists have identified some of the 
factors influencing decision making in gift giving. Although studies of 
gift giving in various disciplines have yielded a considerable amount of 
information, collectively, the information does not form a unified 
portrayal of the events and decisions involved in gift giving. 
This paper reviews selected works on gift giving with the goal of 
presenting a conceptual framework applicable to research on clothing 
gifts. The proposed conceptual framework differs from conventional 
consumer behavior models in that these models focus on decision making of 
the purchaser and assume, for the most part, that the purchaser is the 
consumer. Gift giving, however, involves the purchase of goods and 
services for another person or persons. Because the purchaser and the 
consumer are not the same, the decision-making process may deviate from 
conventional models. 
This conceptual framework attempts to integrate gift-giving research 
from various disciplines so that researchers may select for investigation 
areas relevant to their own interests. Unveiling the events and 
decisions in gift giving could provide many benefits. On the supply 
side, retailers' gift promotion and merchandising strategies could be 
more finely targeted if the influences on gift decision-making are better 
identified. On the demand side, expenditures on gifts affect allocation 
of time amd money in consumer units. Professionals such as family 
counselors, financial counselors, and extension specialists, who are in 
positions to improve the well-being of consumer units, may use research 
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results to assist consumer units in using their resources more 
effectively. 
A gift is "something that is given" (Funk S Waonall's. 1974, p. 563). 
To give is to "transfer freely (what is one's own) to the permanent 
possession of another without asking anything in return" (p. 566). 
Gifts may be exchanged within or between consumer units.^ The first 
situation involves money outlay by the receiving consumer unit while the 
second does not. In data on family expenditures, gifts of clothing (for 
example) within the consumer unit would generally be reported as clothing 
expenditures whereas gifts to another consumer unit would be defined as 
gift expenditures. Either the giver or the recipient may be one or more 
persons or entire consumer units. 
Within the consumer unit, some members may purchase items for others 
(e.g., a mother buying clothing for children or the husband). Although 
the giver may intend the item to be a gift, the recipient may not 
perceive it as such. To set a gift item apart from a nongift item, the 
giver may choose a more decorative object (Rucker, Boynton,.& Park, 
1987). 
Items given may be new, ready made; constructed by the donor; or 
previously used (Winakor, 1969). Thus, not all gifts entail a current 
market transaction. Two percent of gifts reported by Belk's informants 
(1979) were "personally-made" items. 
To estimate the role of clothing in gift giving, the researcher must 
first interpret the term "gift" in relation to the giver, the recipient, 
and their consumer unit membership; the presence of a gift-giving 
occasion; and how the object is acquired. When is clothing seen as a 
gift within a consumer unit and when as a routine purchase? When are 
used and home constructed clothing given as gifts? Answers to these 
questions would give insight into the role of clothing gifts in clothing 
consumption. 
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Money Outlay for Gifts 
Because research on gift giving is inconsistent in defining the unit 
of observation (i.e., family, household, individual), it is not clear how 
much money or what share of income is spent on gifts, nor what share of 
expenditures is for members of the same consumer unit or for people 
outside the consumer unit. 
The Conference Board estimated that each American family would spend 
$325 on gifts for Christmas, 1988 (Asinof, 1988). However, it was not 
stated what proportion of the $325 was for gifts within versus outside 
the consumer unit. Cheal (1988) found that the average value of each 
Christmas gift given by 80 informants in Winnipeg was $21, but he did not 
report how much each informant spent or how much was spent on gifts to 
persons within versus outside the consumer unit. 
Gift expenditure may depend on ethnicity. Jolibert and Fernandez-
Moreno (1983) studied 161 French and 179 Mexican families and found that 
the French families were somewhat less likely to give very expensive 
Christmas presents than were the Mexican families. The authors 
attributed this to cultural differences in the meaning of gift. 
An ethnographic study of Christmas gift exchange among 110 
Middletown residents (Caplow, 1982) revealed that the average pooled 
Christmas gift expenditure by married couples was four percent of their 
family incomes whereas the median gift expenditure by single consumers 
was 3.1 percent of individual annual incomes. Caplow's findings 
indicated that most of the gift expenditures were for related persons, 
but his classification of persons by closeness of kinship makes it 
impossible to ascertain whether recipients were within or outside the 
consumer unit. He did not state what proportion of family income, pooled 
or individual, was for gifts within versus outside the consumer unit. 
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The total average annual gift expenditure of 73 Philadelphia 
residents of both sexes was $280; two-thirds of the gift recipients were 
related persons (Belk, 1979). But there is no information on how much 
money was spent on gifts for persons outside versus within the consumer 
unit. 
In contrast. Garner and Wagner (1988) stated that gift expenditures 
examined in their paper were for persons outside the household. Using 
data for 4,139 households from the interview component of the U.S. 
Continuing Consumer Expenditure Survey for 1984 and 1985, they calculated 
that average annual gift expenditure per consumer unit was $764. 
Monev Outlav for Clothing Gifts 
Information is equally limited on expenditure for clothing gifts and 
its distribution among persons within and outside the consumer unit. 
Households analyzed by Garner and Wagner (1988) spent an average of $18 
annually on gifts of clothing for infants outside the household. Home 
and Winakor (1988), in a pilot study of eight consumer units in a 
midwestern university city, found that the consumer units spent an 
average of $287 on clothing gifts for Christmas. About 57 percent of 
this was for persons within the consumer unit; only two percent was spent 
on unrelated persons; the remainder was for related persons outside the 
consumer unit. 
Clothing As a Proportion of All Gifts 
There is strong evidence that clothing is a frequently-purchased 
gift. In England, Gallup Poll Christmas gift surveys from the 1960s 
cited by Lowes, Turner, and Wills (1971) consistently showed that 
clothing was the most popular gift given by adults. Clothing constituted 
25 percent of all gifts given by Philadelphia subjects (Belk, 1979), 35 
percent of Christmas gifts given by Middletown residents (Caplow, 1982), 
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and 22 percent of Christmas gifts given by Winnipeg families (Cheal, 
1988). Clothing was also the most frequently-given Christmas gift among 
both Mexican and French families surveyed by Jolibert and Fernandez-
Moreno (1983). Note that these surveys spanned 25 years and several 
countries, and clothing persists as a frequently-given gift. 
The Role of Clothing Gifts in Consumption and Retail Sales 
Britton (1969), based on estimated value, calculated that gifts of 
new clothing received from outside the consumer unit constituted 11 
percent of clothing acquisition by lower middle and low income consumer 
units. This share tied with clothing handed down from outside the 
consumer unit as the second most important source of clothing, after 
clothing purchased new by consumer units for themselves. 
Expenditures for apparel services vary from season to season. For 
example, the Consumer Expenditure Survey consistently shows that 
expenditures for apparel and services in the fourth quarter are highest 
of all quarters (U. S. Department of Labor, 1989). This may be due 
partly to expenditures for winter clothing and partly to purchases for 
the gift-giving season. 
Data on retail sales of clothing gifts are scarce and are estimates 
at best. For example, Belshaw (1965) estimated that 10 percent of retail 
sales of clothing were for gifts. Over one-fourth of all clothing 
advertisements in two newspapers during the periods preceding Mother's 
and Father's Day 1987 mentioned these gift-giving occasions (Winakor, 
1988a). Two-thirds of all newspaper advertisements for clothing during 
the 1987 Christmas season mentioned either the holiday, gift, or both 
(Winakor, 1988b). This reflects retailers' emphasis on clothing as gifts 
for these holidays. 
In sum, although there is sufficient information to support the 
claim that clothing is a frequently-given gift and that it constitutes a 
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substantial expenditure for consumer units, many questions remain 
unanswered. For example, how are gift expenditures distributed among 
persons within and outside the consumer unit? What proportion of total 
gift expenditure is for clothing? How much money do consumer units spend 
on clothing gifts? How does clothing gift expenditure vary with income 
of the consumer unit? What is the income elasticity of clothing gift 
expenditure and does it differ between giving within the consumer unit 
versus outside the consumer unit? What proportion of total clothing 
sales at retail is for clothing gift purchases? Answers to these 
questions would clarify the economic magnitude of clothing gifts. 
Social-Psvcholoaical Implications of Clothing Gifts 
Clothing gifts warrant special study not only on the basis of their 
economic importance, but also because of clothing's social and 
psychological roles in shaping the self. 
Clothing is a medium of self-expression. Its closeness to the ego 
gives it a highly personal quality that is absent in other gift objects 
such as small appliances. Clothing also conveys the wearer's identity, 
station in life, and socioeconomic status. It sets the stage for social 
discourse. The social meaning inherent in clothing implies that the 
giver of clothing gifts risks conferring upon the recipient an image or 
identity that conflicts with the recipient's self-image or identity. 
Although social-psychological literature yields little empirical 
research on gifts, a few theoretical works have potential application for 
clothing. Mauss's account of the potlatch of the Northwest Coast Indians 
and the kula ring structure of the South Pacific Islanders (1954) has 
been cited frequently by researchers. While Mauss' pioneer work is 
generally classified as anthropological, it has influenced social-
psychological interpretations of gifts in that he pointed out a major 
function of gifts - display of power and status. 
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Schwartz's essay (1967) brought out the importance of self-
presentation in gift giving — "Gifts are one of the ways in which the 
pictures that others have of us in their minds are transmitted" (p. 1). 
vhile the dictionary definition of a gift implies the giver's total 
benevolence without expectation of reciprocation by the recipient, 
Schwartz believed that a gift conveys the giver's identity, purchasing 
power, and benevolent and malevolent intentions. The gift says to the 
recipient what the giver thinks of him or her, and the degree of the 
giver's generosity or ill-will. The motives of the giver and the 
recipient's perceptions of what the gift stands for create the 
Interpersonal dynamics of gift giving. Schwartz identified the concepts 
of power, indebtedness, reciprocity, and fairness, all potentially useful 
for research on gift giving. 
Poe (1977) recommended the application of equity, reactance, and 
attribution theories to research on gift giving; these theories encompass 
some of the concepts in Schwartz's essay. Equity theory portrays human 
behavior as partly guided by a "desire for fair division of rewards and 
oosts" (Poe, 1977, p. 53), an idea similar to Schwartz's notion of 
fairness. When people perceive an imbalance between what they give and 
what they receive, they act to restore that balance. Discrepancies in 
zhe number of gifts given to and received from an individual may be a 
source of perceived inequity; another may be greater effort by one of the 
parties in locating a gift. For example, in the exchange of clothing 
gifts, the giver may expend great effort in finding the right color, 
style, or fit for the recipient. When the recipient reciprocates, the 
original giver may feel that the other person has not expended comparable 
effort in finding the gift. Responses to perceived inequity may range 
from indifference to termination of the relationship between the giver 
and the recipient. 
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Perceived threat to a person's freedom is the essence of reactance 
theory (Poe, 1977); this is similar to Schwartz's notion of power. If a 
gift is perceived as a threat, the recipient may respond with resentment 
or overt aggression. Belk (1979) also suggested the application of 
reactance theory. An example would be when parents give gifts of 
clothing that they think their teenage child should wear, the teenage 
child may perceive the parents' act as a threat to his or her freedom of 
expression. 
Attribution theory depicts human beings as reacting to events by 
inferring intentions of others. In gift giving, the recipient may 
misunderstand an acquaintance's motives for giving expensive or highly 
personal clothing such as furs or intimate apparel. 
Social-Psvcholoaical Research on Gifts 
Empirical research applying social-psychological theories to gift 
giving is scarce. Belk (1976) came closest to supporting Schwartz's 
concept of self-presentation. He applied balance theory and found that 
the more similar the self-perception of the giver and the giver's 
perception of the recipient, the greater the chance that the recipient is 
satisfied with the gift. 
Further, Belk (1979) found that 1) giver perceptions of recipient 
characteristics were related to perceived characteristics of the gift 
chosen for the recipient; 2) the giver's actual and ideal self-concepts 
were related to perceived characteristics of the gift chosen. The 
strongest determinant of gift selection was the ideal self-concept that 
the giver wanted to project. 
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Conceptual Framework For Gifts 
Conceptual frameworks on gift giving have been proposed by Belk 
(1979), Banks (1979), and Sherry (1983). Belk (1979) identified four 
dimensions of gift giving: givers, gifts, recipients, and conditions. 
He treated the gift as a vehicle for symbolic communication, social and 
economic exchange, and socialization of children. 
Banks (1979) proposed an interactive paradigm consisting of four 
stages; purchase, interaction, consumption, and communication. Each 
stage takes into account the interactions of the giver and the recipient. 
The purchase stage involves the giver's observations of gift-giving 
occasions, the search for a gift, and preparation of the gift for 
presentation. Meanwhile, the recipient experiences suspense and reacts 
with anticipation. Once the gift is given, the giver interprets the 
recipient's pleasure by observing how the gift is used or from 
communication from the recipient. Likewise, the recipient interprets the 
meaning of the gift and the giver's motives. 
Sherry (1983) conceptualized gift giving as having social, personal, 
and economic dimensions. Each dimension includes the interaction among 
people, the gift object, and the environment. Consequently, Sherry's 
model depicts gift giving as a culmination of behaviors that ultimately 
affect interpersonal relationships and consumption. 
The conceptual framework by Belk (1979) dealt with persons, objects, 
and situations, but provided little linkage among these concepts. 
Although Banks (1979) proposed a process of gift giving, research has 
shown that communication between giver and recipient takes place 
throughout the gift giving process. Thus, the communication component in 
Banks' model is not exclusive to the final phase of gift giving. The 
model by Sherry (1983) is by far the most elaborate, but it does not 
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include some components relevant to clothing gifts nor is it readily 
operational. 
The proposed conceptual framework consists of four stages: 
prepurchase, purchase, presentation, and postpresentation. Its 
application is limited here to clothing gifts purchased new, ready made. 
Because research has shown cultural differences in gift-giving behavior 
(Betteridge, 1985; Cheal, 1988; Johnson, 1974; Jolibert & Fernandez-
Moreno, 1983), this conceptual framework is further limited primarily to 
the U.S. and Canada, although it might be generalized to apply to other 
cultures. Figure 1 illustrates the components of the conceptual 
framework. 
Insert Figure 1 about here 
Prepurchase Stage 
The prepurchase stage includes the giver's deliberations prior to 
deciding on the gift object. The components are: the occasion; the gift 
object; the giver and recipient; interactions among the occasion, 
recipient, and gift object; how much to spend on the gift; and 
information search. 
Occasion 
The obligation to give a gift is triggered by a gift-giving 
occasion. Seals (1970) observed three types of gift-giving occasions 
among peasants in Oaxaca: ritual, formal, and spontaneous. According to 
Sherry (1983), gift-giving occasions may be cultural or calendar events 
or "emergent, transient" events (p. 162). Therefore, gift-giving 
occasions may be one of three types: 1) calendar events such as 
Christmas or Valentine's Day; 2) recurring events such as birthdays and 
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anniversaries, or 3) events that signify rites of passage — graduation, 
wedding, birth, and death. The occasion signifies to the giver how 
strictly he or she would adhere to convention. Some occasions require 
strict observance of protocol while others have loosely defined norms. 
Christmas and birthdays account for the majority of gift exchange. 
Of the gifts given by 77 residents of Philadelphia, 35 percent were 
birthday gifts and 29 were Christmas gifts; fewer than 10 percent of the 
total gifts were given for each of the following occasions: wedding. 
Mother's Day, Father's Day, wedding anniversary, and graduation (Belk, 
1979). Twelve percent of the gifts were given when there was no 
occasion. Winnipeg families gave clothing as gifts on birthdays, visits. 
Father's Day, Easter, reunions, Christmas, and births (Cheal, 1988). In 
Mexican families, clothing was a frequently-given Christmas gift 
(Jolibert & Fernandez-Moreno, 1983). Research questions that deserve 
attention in this area include: for what occasions is clothing an 
appropriate gift? Why is clothing chosen over other commodities as gifts 
on certain gift-giving occasions? Does the incidence of giving clothing 
as gifts vary by cultural orientation? 
Object 
Once a person decides to give a gift, the giver has to decide what 
to purchase as a gift. Almost any good or service may be given as a 
gift. Belk (1979) suggested viewing gift giving as part of the 
communication process in which the gift is the message that the giver 
sends to the recipient. Hence, the attributes of the gift as decoded by 
the recipient affect the relationship between the giver and the 
recipient. Schwartz (1967) believed that the gift "imposes an identity 
upon the giver as well as the receiver" (p. 2). Because clothing is 
close to the self, this may be particularly the case in clothing gifts. 
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Belk (1979) identified desirable gift characteristics according to 
gift-giving occasions. "Lasting" and high quality ranked among the three 
most sought-after attributes for Christmas, birthdays, and weddings. 
Each occasion was further characterized by a distinct attribute — 
fashionable for Christmas, personal for birthday, and practical for 
wedding. Winnipeg families gave clothing as gifts on birthdays and 
Christmas (Cheal, 1988). This suggests that clothing possesses 
"fashionable" and "personal" qualities. The "personal" quality is 
further implied by Caplow (1982) who attributed the preference for 
clothing as gifts to the way clothing describes "the receiver by age, 
sex, appearance, and style" (p. 385). Belk (1979) suggested that certain 
items of clothing such as undergarments convey intimacy; thus some items 
of clothing may be more personal than others. 
DeVere, Scott, and Shulby (1983) found that college students 
regarded presence of warranties and government-sponsored consumer tests 
as more important attributes for wedding gifts than for birthday gifts. 
Innovativeness, imaginativeness, novelty, handmade, and spontaneity were 
considered more important for birthdays than for weddings. Cheal (1987) 
implied the quality of "novelty" in clothing gifts when he suggested that 
reasons for the popularity of clothing gifts are the nondurable nature of 
clothing and the cyclical character of clothing styles. 
A theory of consumer demand advocated by Lancaster (1971) may 
provide a framework for examining the characteristics of clothing gifts. 
Lancaster viewed goods and services as possessing bundles of 
characteristics that satisfy the objectives buyers have for consuming 
those commodities. For example, when a gift giver looks for a gift 
object, he or she may be looking for the properties "innovative", 
"unique," and "fashionable," rather than for a specific object. Perhaps 
apparel is chosen because it comes closer than other objects to 
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possessing the desired bundle of characteristics (e.g., style, color, or 
timeliness). 
Almost half of all clothing gifts reported by Philadelphia residents 
were casual or sportswear items (Belk, 1979). One-third of all clothing 
gifts given by participants in Home and Winakor's 1988 pilot study were 
sportshirts; 16 percent were sweaters. Many questions about clothing as 
gifts remain unanswered. For example, do consumers perceive particular 
attributes in particular types of clothing gifts? What types of clothing 
gifts are perceived as "fashionable," "practical," or "innovative"? Do 
these characteristics vary according to occasion or recipient? 
Interactions Among Occasion. Recipient, and Gift Obiect 
Knowing the gift-giving occasion or the gift object reveals little 
about the dynamics of gift-giving behavior. Sherry (1983) suggested an 
examination of "spatial and interactional components of the situational 
conditions of gift giving" (p. 162). The relationship between the giver 
and the recipient may moderate the influences of the occasion. The 
closer the relationship between the giver and the recipient, the greater 
freedom the giver may have to deviate from choosing a customary gift. 
Belk (1979) found that occasion, object, and sex of giver interact: 
gifts of clothing, personally-made items, and jewelry were given more 
often for Christmas than for birthdays when gift givers and recipients 
were of the same sex; the scune gift items were more frequently given to 
recipients of the opposite sex on birthdays. 
Givers and Recipients 
Caplow's ethnographic approach (1982) provided insights into the 
participants of the gift-giving ritual. A majority of the Christmas 
gifts exchanged were eunong related persons. Caplow classified 
informants' relationships with gift recipients as primary, secondary, 
2 tertiary, and unrelated. Primary kin seemed to be the most active 
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multiple gift exchange partners. Persons under 18 received more multiple 
gifts than persons over 18. Informants reported giving a little over 
twice as many gifts as they received. 
Caplow also found differences in gift-giving behavior between males 
and females. Males gave fewer but more expensive gifts than females did. 
Males seldom gave gifts to males. Females, however, gave more gifts in 
the $5 to $25 range than males did; they gave more gifts than they 
received. Females gave equal numbers of gifts to friends and relatives 
of both sexes. Females were clearly primarily responsible for the 
shopping, purchasing, and wrapping of gifts. 
Although males were not primarily responsible for acquiring gifts, 
males and females jointly gave 47 percent of the gifts reported (Caplow, 
1982). In light of the gender differences in gift-giving behavior, does 
gift buying behavior of males differ when they are solely responsible for 
acquiring a gift and when they jointly give gifts with females? 
Cost of Gifts 
The giver's next decision is the amount of money to spend on gifts. 
There is ample evidence to suggest that cost is related to closeness of 
giver and recipient. Ryans (1979) reported that subjects from 1,400 
members of a Canadian consumer panel were more likely to set a price 
limit when an object was purchased as a gift for people outside the home 
rather than for use in the subject's own home. This suggests that a gift 
"partially reflects the weight of the relationship" and that price and 
quality of gifts are "used to create, maintain, modulate, or sever 
relationships with individuals or alliances with corporate groups" 
(Sherry, 1983, p. 158). 
A 1964 survey in Britain on Christmas gifts showed that most 
expensive gifts were given to children or spouses (Lowes et al., 1971). 
Belk (1979) found that the price of a gift is inversely related to 
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kinship distance; 61 percent of gifts selected for the giver's child, 
parent, spouse or intended spouse, sibling, grandparent, or grandchild 
cost over $10. For more distant relatives, only 49 percent of gifts 
given cost over $10. Caplow (1982) observed that only 15 percent of all 
gifts given by Middletown residents cost between $25 and $500. The 
majority of the more expensive gifts were for immediate family. He also 
found, as noted earlier, that cost of gifts is related to the gender of 
the giver. 
In addition to closeness, expenditures for gifts are related to the 
gift-giving occasion. Belk (1979) found that Philadelphia residents 
spent most on wedding gifts, followed by anniversary gifts and Christmas 
gifts. This is consistent with the observations reported by Cheal (1988) 
whose informants spent most on wedding gifts ($117) and anniversary gifts 
($86). But in terms of total gift expenditures, Christmas accounted for 
the highest percentage (38%), followed by birthdays (21%) and weddings 
(12%). 
Little is known about prices consumers pay for clothing gifts. The 
families studied by Home and Winakor (1988) paid prices ranging from 
$3.50 to $245 for clothing gifts within the family at Christmas. Further 
research might focus on whether closeness of relationships among family 
members affect the amount and the limit to spend on clothing gifts. 
Information Search 
At this stage, the giver looks for information about the recipient's 
preferences and about the gift object. Forty percent of the subjects in 
Belk's 1979 study had predetermined gift objects before shopping. If a 
gift object has been identified, the giver may want to compare prices, 
styles, and quality of similar objects in the market. 
The extent of search may depend upon the giver's familiarity with 
the product and the closeness of the giver and the recipient. The closer 
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the giver to the recipient, the more likely the giver may be to use his 
or her own experience or judgment in making a decision. Otherwise, the 
giver may have to turn to the recipient's friends, relatives, or the 
recipient for information. About 38 percent of gift givers in Belk's 
study (1979) either had help from the recipients or were aware of what 
the recipients wanted as gifts. 
Research on information search for gifts has included information 
sources and types (Caron & Ward, 1975; Gronhaug, 1972; Home & Winakor, 
1988); the amount of information sought in gift-giving situations versus 
personal situations (Heeler, Okechuchu, S Reid, 1979; Weigl, 1975); and 
search time in these situations (Heeler et al., 1979; Rucker et al., 
1987; Ryans, 1979) and in giving to persons within or outside the home 
(Ryans, 1979). 
Information sources and tvpes. Caron and Ward (1975) found that 
French-Canadian school children in grades three and five who requested 
Christmas gifts obtained gift ideas from television viewing. Non-
interactive toys such as dolls and models were most frequently requested, 
followed by sports items, competition toys such as slot-racing sets, and 
clothing. 
Participants in the pilot study by Home and Winakor (1988) 
frequently sought information on clothing gifts from relatives or the 
recipients themselves. For example, subjects asked recipients to 
identify in clothing catalogs items that they would like to receive, took 
recipients to retail stores to select clothing gifts, asked for a gift 
list, or took other family members along to shop for clothing gifts. Few 
reported using advertisements as information sources. This supports 
Belk's findings (1979) regarding recipients' involvement in the gift-
giving process. 
Gronhaug (1972) conducted telephone interviews of 102 housewives in 
Bergen and Hordalond, Norway, asking if they did the following when 
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purchasing tableware as gifts: sought advice from recipients or those 
close to them; sought advice from a dealer; considered other material; 
studied brochures; studied advertisements; studied price; and visited 
several shops. Regardless of experience, seeking advice from recipients 
cr from those close to them was most common. Usage of other information 
was markedly different between experienced and inexperienced tableware 
gift buyers. Weigl (1975) found that a higher proportion of friends' 
comments were solicited when shopping for a gift than when shopping for 
personal use. Friends' comments were important at the beginning and end 
stages of the decision-making process. 
Amounts of information and search time. To estimate the amount of 
information sought in gift-giving situations versus personal situations. 
Heeler et al. (1979) used a highly controlled experimental technique in 
which 108 female and male college students responded to an information 
display board. Subjects sought markedly fewer pieces of product 
information in a gift situation than they did in a personal situation. 
However, when the object was for a close friend, the amount of 
information sought was similar to that for personal use. Weigl's study 
(1975) involving 100 undergraduate students failed to support the 
hypotheses that gift buyers engage in significantly greater amounts of 
information search and prepurchase deliberation than those buying for 
personal use. 
Search time did not differ significantly between gift buyers and 
non-gift buyers in the experiment by Heeler et al. (1979). However, 
Ryans (1979) found that givers who bought small appliances as gifts for 
persons outside the home took less time to make the decision and the 
purchase than they did when they bought the same item for their own use. 
Furthermore, givers of children's gifts who were close to the recipients 
"were more likely to engage in extended search than were the the distant 
givers by a margin of 44% to 22%" (Rucker et al., 1987, p. 4). 
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In summary, research results suggest that no less and possibly more 
effort is expended when consumers buy for personal use as compared to 
gift giving. However, there is evidence to support the proposition that 
the closer the relationship between the giver and the recipient, the 
longer is the search time for gifts (Rucker et al., 1987; Ryans, 1979). 
Perhaps the closer the relationship, the better the giver knows the 
recipient and therefore, greater effort is spent on finding a gift with 
attributes that are congruent with the recipient's personal preferences. 
Another recurring observation is the frequent involvement of the 
recipient in gift-giving process. This may be a way for the giver to 
ensure a satisfactory gift, the outcome of which is to reduce the amount 
of time the giver or the recipient may have to spend on exchanging or 
returning the gift. 
Only Home and Winakor (1988) reported on information seeking for 
clothing gifts. Review of literature raises several research questions. 
For a clothing gift to be satisfactory to the recipient, the giver must 
find the clothing item that has the right combination of size, fit, and 
style. Where do givers obtain information about the recipient's size, 
fit, and style preferences? Are some information sources more credible 
than others depending upon the recipient and the occasion? Do consumers 
take more time to purchase clothing gifts than they do when purchasing 
non-gift clothing? Why are recipients frequent sources of clothing gift 
information? 
Purchase 
At this stage of gift giving, the giver obtains the gift. The giver 
must decide what retail outlets to patronize, how far to travel to locate 
the gift, and the method of payment. 
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Retail Outlets 
Ryans (1979) found that small appliances, whether for home use or as 
gifts, were most often bought in department stores. Vincent and Zikmund 
(1976) studied housewives' choice between discount and department stores 
for purchasing wedding gifts or items for home use. Subjects perceived 
greater social risk in buying an electric knife for a wedding gift at a 
discount store than if the same item was being bought for home use. 
Mattson (1982) found that female gift shoppers preferred department 
stores over mass merchandisers, discount stores, or specialty stores. 
However, time-pressured women were less likely to visit department stores 
for gifts, and gift shoppers were more likely to visit discount stores if 
they could not find a suitable gift in their first visit to a department 
store. 
College students expressed a tendency to purchase high status brand 
clothing gifts from high status department stores (Andrus, Silver, & 
Johnson, 1986). Both males and females tended to buy gifts for friends 
of the same sex at lower status stores, and for friends of the other sex 
at higher status stores (Andrus, Sundheim, Norvell, & Mclntyre, 1987). 
Although many researchers reported that department stores are 
dominant outlets for gifts, they seldom defined "department store" in 
their research. The concept of department store has varied definitions. 
It may include traditional, national, chain, or discount department 
stores (Hirschman, 1979). Women's Wear Dailv. a retail trade 
publication, classified retail outlets as department stores, mass 
merchandisers, and discount stores ("Analysis of Retail Performances for 
Fiscal 1988", 1989). Because of this inconsistent classification of 
retail outlets, it is difficult to ascertain what researchers meant when 
they used the terms department, discount, or specialty stores in their 
studies, nor where such new forms of retailing such as off-price stores 
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and catalog showrooms fitted into their classifications. Thus, little is 
known about types of retail stores as clothing gift sources. 
Mattson (1982) found that store attributes gift givers look for are; 
salesperson attention, return policies, and prestige brands. Buying 
clothing gifts involves selecting the right combination of functional 
attributes (color, fit, durability) and social-psychological attributes 
(style, timeliness, comfort, social acceptability); therefore, many 
research questions are raised. For example, do clothing gift buyers 
accord importance to particular store attributes depending upon their own 
motives for giving? What services do retail outlets provide to gift 
buyers? Do males and females consistently buy clothing gifts for friends 
of the same gender at lower status stores and for friends of the other 
gender at higher status stores? Further research on these questions may 
provide insights into this stage of the gift-giving process. 
How Far To Travel 
Related to the choice of retail outlets is access to market. 
According to central place theory (Douglas, 1975), availabilty of 
specialty goods in a wide retail trading area draws customers from a 
large market area. As the size of the market diminishes, there is a 
corresponding reduction in assortment of goods and services. 
Gift givers who live in small communities may have limited 
assortments of goods and services from which to choose. One solution is 
to travel to a nearby trading center. Stone and McConnon (1980) found 
that lowans are willing to travel to adjacent shopping centers to 
purchase clothing, but Patrou (1981) reported that his subjects were 
willing to travel no further than 25 miles to shop. 
A second solution is to use direct merchandisers. While convenience 
is an advantage, many uncertainties are associated with buying gifts from 
direct merchandisers. If the gift is to be shipped directly from the 
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retailer to the recipient, the giver cannot examine the gift. Also, the 
gift may not arrive on time; shipping charges may increase the money 
outlay for the giver; returns may be inconvenient or may incur cost for 
the recipient. 
Currently, little is known about the use of direct merchants as 
clothing gift sources. Casual observation of services provided by 
clothing direct merchants suggests that gift purchasers form a distinct 
market segment to which they cater. What proportion of direct merchants' 
total sales is from gifts? What services accompany gift orders? How do 
direct merchants decide which items to promote as gifts? Are rural 
residents more likely than urban residents to purchase clothing gifts 
through direct merchants? 
Pavment Method 
How gifts are paid for has implications for consumers and retailers. 
For consumers, payment for gifts ultimately affects allocation of money 
resources in the consumer unit. If gifts are for persons in the consumer 
unit, the method of payment may depend upon whether the giver wants the 
recipient to know the price of the gift. Unlike the prices of small 
appliances which have limited variation, clothing prices vary widely 
according to style, material, and workmanship. The giver may choose to 
use cash rather than a check or credit to avoid having the gift 
transaction appear on a charge card or bank statement that the recipient 
may see. 
How clothing gifts are paid for may depend on the price of the 
clothing item. Givers may not have clear ideas of how much they will 
spend until they begin shopping. If givers decide to pay only in cash, 
the amount they can spend and the choices available to them are limited. 
They may choose to spend beyond their limits by using credit. 
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Many questions arise about payment for gifts. Does gift clothing 
differ from non-gift clothing in terms of payment method? How do 
consumer units resolve payment if the members jointly give clothing 
gifts? Does placing a limit on how much to spend depend on closeness 
between giver and recipient? Information on how gifts are paid for would 
assist retailers in formulating service strategies and financial 
counselors in establishing family budgets. 
Presentation of the Gift 
In this stage, the giver prepares the gift for presentation and 
presents the gift to the recipient. Caplow (1983) described the 
importance of wrapping Christmas gifts and timing of distribution. Gift 
wrapping, however, is not customary everywhere: in Iran, gifts are 
presented unwrapped (Betteridge, 1985). The presentation of gifts may 
involve rituals that are culture-specific. 
When the giver presents a gift directly to the recipient, he or she 
can immediately observe the recipient's reactions. Because of its 
emotional nature, the presentation stage is a critical moment where the 
reactions of the giver and the recipient may reinforce or weaken their 
relationship. When gifts are delivered by mail or through another 
person, the recipient's immediate reactions cannot be observed. 
Responses to the gift are likely to come in the form of thank-you letters 
or phone calls. In the case of clothing gifts, the recipient's reaction 
may be expressed by the frequency with which he or she wears the item. 
Although surprise is a reaction commonly expected in the 
presentation stage. Home and Winakor (1988) found that in consumer 
units, clothing gifts are often known to the recipients before they are 
presented. Schwartz (1967) addressed the issue of surprise in gift 
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giving. He postulated that "if suspense were the only constituent of the 
impending gift exchange, its consummation would immediately plunge the 
exchange partners into boredom" (p. 10). Little research has been found 
that focuses on gift presentation. How important is surprise in gift 
giving? What do members of a consumer unit gain by trading off surprise 
when exchanging gifts? Do they wrap gifts that the recipient has helped 
to select? That is, do wrapping and formal presentation help to define a 
gift? How important is it to conceal prices of clothing gifts exchanged 
among family members? 
Postpresentation Stage 
This is the final stage of the gift-giving process when the 
consequences of gift giving are experienced. The consequences pertain 
both to interpersonal relationships and consumption. The recipient now 
must make decisions about the gift received; these decisions may affect 
future gift exchanges. 
Interpersonal Relationships 
Upon receiving a gift, the recipient reacts to it with joy, 
indifference, or disappointment. The reaction is a response to the gift; 
how much the recipient likes it; and to his or her perceptions of the 
giver's motives: why did he or she give this to me? Table 1 illustrates 
possible combinations of reactions: 
Insert Table 1 about here 
The recipient may have no reason to suspect the giver's motives and 
evaluates the gift by other criteria. If the recipient suspects the 
giver's motives, the suspicion may be favorable or unfavorable. The 
direction and intensity of the recipient's reaction depends upon the 
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balance between how well the recipient likes the gift object and his or 
her interpretation of the giver's motives. 
Other than Belk's findings (1976) that the more similar the giver's 
perception of the self and recipient, the greater the chance that the 
recipient is satisfied with the gift, little is known about recipient's 
reactions to gifts. As noted earlier, clothing is personal and expresses 
many meanings. Thus, how do recipients assess clothing gifts, especially 
if they took part in the selection process? How do recipients express 
their reactions to the giver? How do these reactions affect the giver's 
future gift decisions? Theories of equity, attribution, and reactance 
may be applied in seeking answers to these questions, as suggested by Poe 
(1977). 
Consumption 
The other consequence of gift-giving is consumption-related. A gift 
of clothing adds to the recipient's inventory; such gifts can either 
complement or substitute for certain clothing items in the recipients' 
wardrobes. Winakor, MacDonald, Kunz, and Buzicky (1969) reported that 
gifts of new clothing from outside the family to low and middle-income 
families had limited and inconsistent substitution effects, particularly 
for adult clothing. This may be due to the characteristics of clothing -
- unless the color, style, and fit of the clothing gift suit the 
recipient, the gift may be of little use for the recipient. 
Certain gifts such as boys' or girls' socks and underwear had high 
rates of substitution for garments purchased new. Because socks and 
underwear are less subject to fashion changes and their sizes are 
standardized, they may present lower risk as gifts. However, receipt of 
clothing gifts did not necessarily reduce clothing expenditures for the 
recipient (Winakor et al., 1969). Particularly in low-income families, 
gifts of new underwear (for example) may permit the family to buy fewer 
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but better quality new items. Clothing gifts may even add to the 
recipient's clothing care expenses or stimulate the purchase of 
complementary items. 
If the clothing gift is unsatisfactory for some reason, it may be 
exchanged, placed in inactive storage, or discarded. Placing the gift in 
inactive storage would incur space cost for the recipient. Exchange may 
mean exchanging the gift for a similar or a different item at the store 
or with another person within or outside the consumer unit. Exchanging 
at the store may involve time and money cost for the recipient especially 
if the item was not a local purchase. Unless the recipient has a network 
of friends and relatives who are ready and willing to exchange, finding 
an exchange partner requires time. 
Unsuitable clothing gifts may be given to someone else. In 
families, siblings may be given the clothing. If the handed-down 
clothing is acceptable to the new recipient, the benefits and costs are 
also transferred to him or her. In cases where the recipient is not 
capable of acting on his or her own (e.g., children), the giver or other 
family members may have to absorb the money, time, or psychic costs of 
disposing of the gifts. 
The postpresentation stage is rarely the focus of research. What 
meanings do recipients attribute to clothing gifts? How are 
unsatisfactory clothing gifts dealt with? Why do clothing gifts seldom 
substitutes for clothing purchased new? 
47 
Summary and Conclusions 
Several issues that emerge from this review have implications for 
research on clothing gifts. 
Theoretical Problems 
Gift research reviewed showed few definitions of the term "gift." 
What is the distinction between a clothing item given as a gift and a 
routine purchase for someone? First, the context in which clothing is 
given may be a distinguishing factor. Commemoration of calendar or 
recurring events and rites of passage is often marked by the presence of 
other objects or happenings that bear symbolic meanings (e.g., the 
birthday cake, the Christmas tree, the wrapped gifts, and the 
congregation of friends and relatives). The profusion of symbolic 
meanings may set the clothing item given in these situations apart from a 
routine purchase. 
Second, clothing as a gift object may differ in the degree of 
embellishment, as might be inferred from Rucker et al. (1987). Finally, 
the degree of recipient participation in the clothing gift selection 
process may be another distinguishing factor. Routine purchases of 
clothing may be made by the primary purchaser (usually the female head of 
household) without lengthy consultation with the recipient whereas if the 
clothing item is to be given as a gift, the giver(s) may be more inclined 
to defer to the preferences of the recipient. 
The distinguishing factors listed are not exhaustive. The concept 
of "gift" may differ in the minds of the giver, the recipient, and the 
researcher. Researchers must decide whose definition of gift to use in 
research design and in interpretation of results. From a practical 
standpoint, retailers would be more likely to accord importance to the 
giver's definition of gift for formulating marketing strategies. 
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Another equally important issue is identifying the units engaged in 
gift exchange. This is a major obstacle in measuring money outlay for 
gifts. To assess the economic impact of gift giving, the researcher must 
be able to identify whether gifts are exchanged within or outside the 
consumer unit. 
Most research on gift giving focuses on the behaviors and 
perceptions of the giver. Behavior of recipients rarely receives any 
attention. Furthermore, most research emphasizes the prepurchase stage 
over other stages of the process. 
Methodological Problems 
Quantitative data on clothing gifts is limited in terms of retail 
sales and consumer expenditures. Definitions, data bases, and collection 
methods reported in clothing gift research varied widely, making it 
almost impossible to make reasonable generalizations. Furthermore, the 
lack of "mundane reality" (Lutz, 1979) in gift research in the consumer 
behavior field may affect the internal validity of the research. The 
samples also limit the generalizability of the findings because consumer 
behavior researchers frequently used college students as subjects (Andrus 
et al., 1986; Andrus et al., 1987; DeVere et al., 1983; Heeler et al., 
1979; Weigl, 1975). Research focusing on dyads might better represent 
the dynamics of gift giving in consumer units. 
Table 2 summarizes potential areas of clothing gift research. It is 
intended to be used for designing research and formulating hypotheses. 
The areas of research suggested in each of the stages of the gift-giving 
process may appeal to various professions. For example, retailers may be 
interested in the information-seeking behavior in the prepurchase stage 
or the choice of retailers in the purchase stage whereas a financial 
counselor may be interested in the payment methods. Educators may be 
49 
interested in the entire process whereas extension workers may find 
behaviors related to disposal of gifts helpful. 
Insert Table 2 about here 
To conclude, there is evidence that clothing is a frequently-given 
gift, but the underlying reasons are unknown. This is an untapped 
research area that has implications for professionals in budgeting, 
family counseling, merchandising, retailing, and teaching. The proposed 
conceptual framework allows interested researchers to select for 
investigation issues relevant to their interests, keeping in mind the 
interactive nature of the gift-giving process. 
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Footnotes 
^ If a group shares a dwelling, pools incomes for expenditure purposes, 
and is financially independent, it is a consumer unit. A financially 
independent individual may be a consumer unit. A family is a consumer 
unit consisting of a group of individuals, related by blood or law. A 
household is a consumer unit whose members may or may not be related. 
These definitions summarize those used in research reviewed for this 
paper; researchers in other fields may define these concepts differently. 
2 Caplow (1982) defined primary kin as "those whose relationship to Ego 
can be specified by a single term, i.e., wife, husband, mother.... 
Secondary relationships require two of the primary kinship terms for 
adequate description, e.g., mother's father.... Tertiary relationships 
are described by three of the terms, e.g., mother's brother's daughter" 
(p. 384). 
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Table 1 
Reactions to Gifts 
Likes Dislikes 
Gift Gift 
Not suspicious of giver's motives 
Suspicious of giver's motives - favorable 
Suspicious of giver's motives - unfavorable 
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Table 2 
Summary of Research Areas in Gifts 
Compare clothing gifts, non-gift clothing, and non-clothing gifts with 
respect to; 
PREPURCHASE/OCCASION 
1. Occasions that result in purchase. 
PREPURCHASE/OBJECT 
1. Symbolic meanings attached to objects chosen. 
2. Physical characteristics of objects chosen. 
3. Attributes of objects as related to occasion and 
relationship between giver and recipient. 
PREPURCHASE/INFORMATION SOURCES 
1. Relative importance of media, retailers, and the recipient 
as sources of information about the object. 
2. Pursuasiveness of various types of media in attracting purchasers. 
3. Types of merchandise promoted by various types of retailers. 
4. Degree to which recipients participate in the selection process. 
5. Involvement of various members of a consumer unit in decision-making. 
6. Behaviors of the giver and the recipient according to 
demographic characteristics. 
PREPURCHASE/SEARCH TIME AND EFFORT 
1. Amount of time and effort spent acquiring the object. 
2. Distance purchasers are willing to travel to locate the object. 
PREPURCHASE/COST 
1. Price of the object. 
2. Proportion of clothing gift expenditure to total gift expenditure. 
3. Relationship of expenditure to income of the consumer 
unit, such as proportion and elasticity. 
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Table 2 (cont'd) 
4. Method of payment as related to relationship between giver 
and recipient; how multiple givers pay for object. 
5. Use of money resources within consumer units. 
6. Relationship between purchaser and recipient. 
7. Prices paid for gift objects within consumer unit versus 
objects given to recipients outside consumer unit. 
PURCHASE/RETAIL OUTLETS 
1. Types of retailers favored by purchasers, as related to 
their characteristics and location. 
2. Relative importance of product assortment, services, and 
store image of various types of retailers. 
PRESENTATION 
1. Importance of surprise. 
2. Significance of wrapping the object. 
3. Ceremonial circumstances. 
4. Whether the price is concealed. 
POSTPRESENTATION/INTERPERSONAL RELATIONSHIPS 
1. Impact of the object on the relationship between giver 
and recipient. 
2. Influence on future decisions. 
3. Ways in which recipients express satisfaction or 
dissatisfaction with gifts. 
4. Recipient's perception of the meaning of the object 
received. 
POSTPRE SENTATION/CONSUMPTION 
1. Whether recipients of gifts acquire fewer similar objects 
for themselves. 
2. Whether recipients of gifts spend less on purchasing 
similar objects for themselves. 
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Table 2 (cont'd) 
3. Frequency of use. 
4. Expenditures for items complementary to objects. 
5. Maintenance cost. 
PREPURCHASE PURCHASE PRESENTATION POST PRESENTATION 
Occasion Retail Outlets Direct Interpersonal Relationships 
Object 
Giver and Recipient 
How Far To Travel Indirect Consumption 
Interactions Among Occasion, 
Object, and Giver and Recipient 
Payment Method 
Cost of Gifts 
Information Search 
Figure 1. Conceptual framework for the gift-giving process 
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SECTION III. PERCEIVED RISK 
Bauer (1960) originated the concept of perceived risk, which is the 
consumer's uncertainty about the consequences of his or her choice. 
Jacoby and Kaplan (1972) identified five types of perceived risk. 
Financial risk is the chance of losing money on a product. Performance 
risk is the likelihood that a product may not function as expected. 
Psychological risk is the chance that a product will not be consonant 
with the consumer's self image or self-concept. Physical risk is the 
chance that the product may cause harm to the user. Social risk is the 
chance that a product will affect how others think of the consumer. 
Roselius (1971) identified a sixth type, time risk, which is the time 
wasted in trying to replace or repair a faulty product. 
Engel and Blackwell (1982) considered perceived risk to be one of 
several major factors that motivate external search. When a product is 
purchased infrequently, the lag between the previous and the current 
purchase may result in feelings of uncertainty. The number of similar 
products may have increased and the quality of the products may have 
changed since the previous purchase. The knowledge consumers gained 
during the last purchase may be insufficient or obsolete for the current 
purchase. Consequently, consumers may have to search for information 
from the marketplace, friends, or relatives. 
Consumer behavior research showed that use of information is one of 
many ways to reduce risk. For example, photographic images of products 
in newspapers allow consumers to make visual judgments of products; 
nonmarket information sources such as friends and relatives have major 
influences on decision-making (Engel & Blackwell, 1982). Consumers also 
reduce perceived risk by adopting strategies such as brand loyalty and 
looking to reference groups or opinion leaders (Bauer, 1960). 
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Application of Perceived Risk in Clothing Research 
Jacoby and Kaplan (1972) was one of the earliest studies that 
identified perceived risk related to clothing. They found that social 
and psychological risks were prominent in clothing such as suits, coats, 
and dress shoes. Specifically, of the items studied, shoes had the 
lowest social, psychological, performance, and overall risks, but the 
highest physical risk. Suits had the highest social, psychological, 
financial, performance, and overall risks, but lowest physical risk. 
Performance risk was an approximation of overall risk. 
Of the various types of perceived risks, perceived economic risk has 
been examined in depth. Minshall et al. (1982) used four word pairs 
(inexpensive-costly, necessity-luxury, foolish-wise, and impulsive-
cautious) to measure economic risk. The poor correlation of these word 
pairs with each other and with other word pairs suggests that the concept 
of economic risk has many aspects. They found that economic risk was not 
related to the order of preference for suits and dresses. 
Further examination of economic risk yielded interesting results. 
Winakor and Lubner-Rupert (1983) used three word pairs (necessity-luxury, 
inexpensive-costly, and rich-poor) to measure economic risk. They found 
that the word pair inexpensive-costly described economic risk; necessity-
luxury showed consistent correlation with words measuring performance and 
overall risk. The negative correlation between rich-poor and word pairs 
impractical-practical and wise-foolish suggested that "what is described 
as rich is seen as practical and wise and what is described as poor is 
seen as impractical and foolish" (p. 348). They concluded that the 
concept of economic risk is related to "complexity of the dress and with 
general impressions of its formality and dramatic qualities" (p. 351). 
Because clothing is subject to fashion, Winakor et al. (1980) 
investigated whether fashion constitutes a distinct type of risk and 
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whether individuals' perceptions of fashion risk in clothing is related 
to their self esteem. Almost 400 male and female undergraduate students 
in a large midwest university participated in the study. The researchers 
found that responses to perceived fashion risk questions did not form 
distinct clusters. Instead, fashion risk items appeared in clusters 
related to economic, performance, social, and psychological risks. They 
interpreted this to mean that fashion risk was not a separate type of 
risk but was instead incorporated in other types of risk. 
Gender Differences in Risk Perception 
Research by Minshall et al. (1982) identified types of perceived 
risk related to dresses and suits in various stages of the fashion cycle. 
Subjects were male and female college students who responded to 
illustrations of clothing for their own genders. The researchers found 
that female respondents perceived current and classic dress styles as low 
in social-psychological risk and outdated dress styles as high in social-
psychological risk. Similarly, male respondents considered classic suit 
styles lowest in social and psychological risk. For both sexes, classic 
styles were considered low in performance risk whereas newly-introduced 
styles were high in performance risk. For females, performance risk was 
correlated with overall risk. This finding is consistent with that 
reported by Jacoby and Kaplan (1972). 
Although males and females are consistent in their perceptions of 
the social and psychological risk of clothing for their own sex, Lubner-
Rupert and Winakor (1985) found that males and females are "less aware of 
the social psychological risk involved for clothing for the other sex" 
(p. 263). Furthermore, husbands and wives also differed in their 
perceptions of economic risk. They thought styles for their own sex 
looked less expensive than their spouses thought they did. This implies 
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that husbands and wives may perceive differing amounts of economic risk 
when giving clothing gifts to each other. 
Not only do males and females differ in their perceptions of some 
types of risk, their response patterns to a research instrument measuring 
perceived risk also differed (Winakor et al., 1980). Responses given by 
males were more homogeneous and less extreme. As a result, factors for 
females were more sharply defined than factors for males. 
Perceived Risk in Gift Giving 
The bulk of empirical research on gift giving is in the consumer 
behavior field. However, only a limited number of components in the 
conventional consumer decision models have been applied to research on 
gift giving. This may be because in the decision making process for 
gifts, the gift recipient plays an important role in the giver's 
deliberations whereas in conventional consumer decision making, the 
purchaser of goods and services often has only his or her own whims and 
wants to satisfy. 
Consumer behavior researchers often apply the concepts of 
information search and the various dimensions of perceived risk to gift-
giving research. Weigl (1975) examined social, psychological, safety, 
performance, and financial risk as well as the use of information in gift 
giving. Participants were 100 undergraduates at Purdue University. 
Results of his study showed no difference in perceived social, 
psychological, and safety risk in gift buying situations versus buying 
for personal use. However, he found less perceived financial risk in 
gift-giving situations than in buying for personal use. Furthermore, 
Weigl also found that the amount of information search and prepurchase 
deliberation was no different in a gift-giving situation as compared to 
buying for personal use. Comments of friends were influential at the 
beginning and end stages of the gift decision-making process. 
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Although the amount of information search does not seem to be 
related to the presence of a gift-giving situation, search time is found 
to increase with the closeness of the giver and the recipient (Rucker, 
Boynton, & Park, 1987; Ryans, 1979). Engaging in extended search for 
gifts may be interpreted as a way to reduce risks of purchasing an 
unsatisfactory gift. 
Vincent and Zikmund (1976) examined the effects of two situations 
(wedding or home use) and two store choices (department store and 
discount store) on risk perception. Forty-four females including 
housewives and employed women responded to self-administered 
questionnaires. Contrary to Weigl's findings (1975), social risk was 
found to be lower when an object was purchased for home use than as a 
wedding gift. Social risk was also lower when an electric knife was 
bought for home use at a discount store than when the same item was 
bought there as a wedding gift. Consistent with Weigl's finding, 
financial risk was greater for home use than for a wedding gift. One 
reason may be that when an object purchased for home use is defective or 
unsatisfactory, the money spent on the object is wasted, an outcome with 
which the whole family has to contend. If the object triggers additional 
purchases, it becomes a demand on family resources. On the contrary, 
when a gift to someone outside the family is not satisfactory to the 
recipient, the giver is not present to realize the money loss. If 
additional purchases are needed, the recipient incurs the cost. 
Therefore, greater financial risk may be perceived when objects are 
bought for home use than for gifts. 
The foregoing discussion involves studies directly related to gift 
giving and perceived risk. Results of gift-related studies not related 
to perceived risk also may have implications for perceived risks in gift 
giving. 
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Ryans (1979) studied gift buying behavior of 1,058 members of the 
Consumer Mail Panel of Market Facts of Canada. They responded to 
questionnaires by recalling their most recent purchases of small 
appliances as gifts for someone outside the home, within the home, or for 
personal use. Results showed that respondents who purchased small 
appliances as gifts for people outside the home were more likely than 
those who bought for personal use to set a price limit. This suggests 
that differences in perception of economic risk depend upon whether the 
gift recipient was someone within or outside the home. Ryans also found 
that regardless of recipients, gifts of small appliances were more likely 
to be purchased at a department store. This finding suggests possible 
higher perceived social risk in gift buying situations. 
Andrus, Sundheim, Norvell, and Mclntyre (1987) found that both male 
and female college students tended to buy clothing gifts for friends of 
the same sex at lower status stores, and for friends of the other sex at 
higher status stores. In Lubner-Rupert and Winakor (1985) males and 
females were "less aware of the social-psychological risk involved for 
clothing of the opposite sex" (p. 263). It is possible that store image 
is used to reduce social psychological risk in giving clothing gifts to 
recipients of the other sex. 
Summary 
Several conclusions can be drawn from the research on perceived risk 
of clothing. In general, the type of perceived risk varies by the type 
of garment. Perceived social-psychological and performance risks vary 
with the design of the garment and the stage of the fashion cycle. Other 
research on perceived risk in gift giving shows that perceived social 
risk is a function of the genders of the giver and the recipient. 
Reduction of perceived social risk seems to be accomplished by the choice 
of retail outlets. 
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Research on perceived risk of clothing indicates that perceived 
economic risk is a complex concept and is related to the style of the 
garment. Other consumer behavior research shows that perceived financial 
risk is related to whether the object is purchased for gift giving or for 
personal use and to whether the recipient is within or outside the 
consumer unit. Perceived time risk is related to the closeness of the 
giver and the recipient. 
Research also shows that there are similarities and differences in 
the perceptions of risk between males and females. Males and females are 
similar in their perceptions of social-psychological and performance 
risks for classic, outdated, and new styles of clothing for their own 
sex. Gender differences exist in perceptions of social-psychological and 
economic risks for clothing for the opposite sex. 
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SECTION IV. HYPOTHESES 
Bauer (1960) stated that "consumer behavior involves risk in the 
sense that any action of a consumer will produce consequences which he 
cannot anticipate with anything approximating certainty, and some of 
which at least are likely to be unpleasant" (p.390). Because the 
personal nature of clothing and its importance in a person's 
developmental process, giving gifts of clothing to another person 
involves both potentially desirable and undesirable consequences. For 
example, in the context of the family, when spouses give clothing gifts 
ro each other, they may take into consideration how well the clothing 
gift reflects the recipient's personality or whether it is acceptable to 
his or her friends and peers. The extent to which these risks are 
perceived may be related to the roles of the spouses in the family. 
Research has indeed shown that males and females have similarities and 
differences in their perceptions of risk involving clothing. What is not 
known, however, is how risk perceptions differ between husbands and wives 
vhen they give clothing gifts to each other and to other family members. 
Therefore, several null hypotheses are formulated for this research on 
giving of clothing gifts. 
Hypothesis 1 
The amounts and types of risks perceived by husband* and wives do 
not differ. 
In the research on perceived fashion risk, Winakor et al. (1980) 
analyzed responses of males and females separately and found that the 
response patterns of the two sexes differed. Therefore, the amounts and 
types of risks perceived by husbands and wives are expected to differ. 
Furthermore, gift giving has been shown to reflect role enactment of 
males and females (Caplow, 1982; Cheal, 1988). Because the male spouse 
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is frequently responsible for the payment for gifts while the female 
spouse often does the shopping for gifts, males and females may have 
differing perceptions of economic and time risks. Also, because females 
are frequently the primary purchasers of gifts and clothing for their 
family members, their familiarity with the tastes and preferences of 
family members and sources of clothing may result in differences in 
social-psychological risk perceptions between husbands and wives. 
Lubner-Rupert and Winakor (1985) found gender differences in the 
perceptions of social-psychological and economic risks for clothing for 
the opposite sex. However, little gender difference in perceptions of 
performance risk was found. Therefore, when males and females give 
clothing gifts to spouses, their perceptions of social-psychological and 
economic risks are expected to differ while perceptions of performance 
risk are expected to be similar. 
Hypothesis 2a 
The amounts and types of risk perceived by husbands and wives do not 
differ by the type of clothing gift. 
Because perceived risk for clothing varies with style, type of 
garment, and stage of the fashion cycle, the amounts and types of risk 
perceived by husbands and wives are expected to differ. Moreover, the 
two types of clothing gifts chosen for this research have inherent style, 
functional, and other differences; therefore, husbands and wives are 
expected to show differing risk perceptions. 
Hypothesis 2b 
The amounts and types of risks perceived by husbands and wives do 
not differ by whether the recipient is a spouse, son, or daughter. 
Lubner-Rupert and Winakor (1985) observed that husbands thought that 
five of six men's suits looked less expensive than their wives thought 
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they did; assessment of costliness of dress styles by husbands and wives 
was inconsistent. Therefore, perceptions of economic risk may differ 
when husbands give clothing gifts to wives versus when wives give 
clothing gifts to husbands. Although both males and females are less 
aware of the social-psychological risk involved for clothing of the other 
sex, quantitative differences might be found in husbands' and wives' 
perceptions of social-psychological risk in giving clothing gifts to each 
other. 
As for perceptions of risk for giving clothing gifts to sons and 
daughters, there are few empirical findings on which hypotheses can be 
formulated. 
Hypothesis 2c 
The amounts and types of risks perceived by husbands and wives do 
not differ by whether the child is of the same sex as the parent or of 
the other sex. 
Because both male and female college students bought clothing gifts 
for same sex friends at lower status stores and for opposite sex friends 
at higher status stores (Andrus et al., 1987), perceptions of social risk 
are expected to be lower in situations where the parent and the child are 
of the same sex than when the parent and the child are of opposite sex. 
Hypothesis 3 
There are no interactions among perceptions of risk in giving 
garments of differing levels of risk to spouse, son, or daughter. 
No research on gift giving has addressed the interactions of types 
of risk, types of clothing gifts, and recipients. As an example of 
interaction, the wife may perceive different types and amounts of risk 
when she gives a pair of pants to her daughter versus when she gives the 
same clothing gift to her spouse. 
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SECTION VI. PROCEDURE 
Husband-wife couples living in central Iowa participated in this 
research. The research instrument was a pencil-and-paper questionnaire 
consisting of 17 affective items written to express perceived social, 
psychological, economic, performance, and time risks in giving gifts. 
Each person responded to the 17 items six times, for three different 
recipients and two garments. Questions asking demographic 
characteristics of respondents followed the affective items. 
Instrument 
Phase I includes the development of a preliminary instrument and its 
trial. Phase II describes the second trial of the instrument and the 
layout of the final instrument. 
Phase I 
The first phase took place in the fall of 1988. The purpose was to 
elicit free expressions of perceived social, psychological, physical, 
economic, time, and performance risks. This was accomplished by asking 
20 female graduate students in the Textiles and Clothing Department to 
respond in writing to open-ended questions about giving and receiving 
clothing gifts. The researcher examined the responses and identified 
words or expressions reflecting the various types of perceived risk. 
Because perceived physical risk was not a concern for most respondents, 
it was omitted from the research. 
From the words and expressions elicited, the researcher drafted a 
preliminary instrument consisting of 40 affective items about giving 
clothing gifts to a spouse or to a son or daughter. The affective items 
represented perceived social, psychological, economic, time, and 
performance risks. The response scale was an 11-point certainty scale. 
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Questions on demographic characteristics were also included. In 
addition, respondents were asked to list clothing items that they 
considered as risky or not risky to give to family members (Appendix A). 
Twenty-two husband-wife couples from Ames, Iowa participated in the 
first trial of the preliminary instrument. The couples were located 
through local church groups, the Chamber of Commerce, and personal 
contacts. Potentially non-functioning affective items were identified by 
examining the frequency distributions and correlations among the 40 
items. Items with highly skewed frequency distributions implied that 
there was little variation in responses. Items that showed correlation 
coefficients with other items greater than or equal to 0.45 (absolute 
value; £ < 0.05) were interpreted as representing similar concepts. 
Consequently, eight items were eliminated from the preliminary 
instrument. Several surviving affective items and demographic questions 
were modified to clarify the contents. A list of risky and not risky 
clothing items was generated. These clothing items were to be used in 
Phase II to identify two clothing gifts for the final instrument, one 
representing high and one representing low risk. 
Phase II 
The purposes of the second trial (Appendix B) were to shorten the 
32-item questionnaire resulting from the first trial and to identify two 
clothing gift items for the final instrument. 
The second trial took place in the spring of 1989. A total of 15 
male and 16 female graduate students and support staff from various 
departments at Iowa State University were asked to 1) evaluate the 
riskiness of 17 clothing items on a 5-point scale ranging from "Very 
Risky For Family Members" to "Not Risky At All For Family Members", and 
2) evaluate how well each of the 32 items reflected perceived social, 
psychological, economic, time, and performance risks on a five-point 
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scale ranging from "Does Not Reflect Risk At All" to "Reflects 
Risk Very Well." Definitions of each type of perceived risk were 
provided on the instrument. Respondents also answered questions about 
their ages and occupations. 
Clothing items most frequently classified as not risky for family 
members included sweatshirts, T-shirts, and socks while winter coats, 
pants, and blouses were most frequently classified as risky for family 
members. The researcher selected sweatshirts to represent a low-risk 
gift object and pants to represent a high-risk gift object for the final 
instrument. These two clothing items were chosen because they applied to 
both genders of all ages. It was also important that the two garments 
were moderate in cost so that responses were not affected by the 
differences in costs of pants and sweatshirts. 
Affective items were analyzed by examining the mean scores of each 
item for each type of risk. Items that were rated relatively high for 
three or more types of perceived risk or that did not clearly represent 
any type of perceived risk were eliminated. As a result, 17 items 
survived the second trial. 
The Final Instrument 
The final instrument consisted of 17 affective items from the second 
trial plus demographic questions. The questionnaire was in booklet form 
(Appendix C). It began with a cover letter followed by instructions, 
affective items, and demographic questions. The husbands' booklets were 
green while those for the wives were ivory. In each booklet, the 
affective items were repeated for the following combinations of factors; 
Recipient - Spouse Son Daughter 
Garment - Sweatshirt Pants 
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On the instruction page, couples who did not have children were 
asked to respond as if they were giving clothing gifts to a male or a 
female relative who was younger than they. 
To avoid possible bias from fatigue, two versions of the booklets 
were prepared. In both versions, the order of the 17 affective items on 
the page was identical; the order of pages differed. Appendix C shows 
one order for the husband's questionnaire and the other for the wife's. 
The response scale for the affective items was an 11-point certainty 
scale ranging from %5 (very certain I disagree) to +5 (very certain I 
agree). 
Sample 
Respondents were husband-wife couples contacted primarily through 
church groups and through Extension specialists at Iowa State University. 
Letters explaining the purposes of the research were sent to pastors or 
ministers of churches and to Extension specialists. The researcher made 
follow-up phone calls to seek consent and to discuss the procedure for 
distributing questionnaires. 
Administration 
Data collection began in mid-March, 1990 and concluded at the end of 
April, 1990. The researcher met with adult Sunday school classes and 
people attending professional meetings. At the meetings, the researcher 
explained to the groups the purpose of the research and what was expected 
of group members should they decide to participate. The groups were 
shown the content of the questionnaire packet which consisted of two 
questionnaires, one for each spouse, and an addressed, stamped return 
envelope. Couples were instructed to complete the questionnaires 
independently at home and to return both sets to the researcher within 
five days. 
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Those who volunteered to participate were asked to write on an index 
card their names, addresses, and whether they would like to receive a 
summary of the research results. The index cards were returned to the 
researcher immediately and enabled her to retain a record of the 
identities of the respondents strictly for record-keeping purposes. The 
couples' names were not identified with the data. One week after the 
administration, postcards were mailed to those who had not returned the 
questionnaires to remind them to do so (Appendix C). 
The reseacher met with a total of 11 groups and distributed 149 sets 
of questionnaires. By the end of May, 1990, 121 sets were returned, 
resulting in a response rate of 81 percent. After editing the 
questionnaires, the researcher eliminated 18 sets. Questionnaires were 
eliminated if: 
1. Any one page contained no responses. 
2. The respondent failed to follow directions. 
3. The responses showed obvious signs of response 
fatigue. 
If one spouse's questionnaire met one or more of the three criteria, 
both spouses' questionnaires were eliminated from analysis. No more than 
three missing responses were detected from any one questionnaire. 
Missing response in a particular item was replaced by the average of all 
transformed scores for that particular item and for the particular 
combination of garment and recipient. The final sample, therefore, 
consisted of 103 sets of questionnaires (69% of those distributed). 
Appendix D summarizes the demographic characteristics of the sample. 
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Data Analysis 
Responses to the 11-point certainty scale were transformed to 
normalized ranks as shown: 
Responses -5 -4 —3 —2 —1 0 +1 +2 +3 +4 +5 
Transformed scale -8 -5 -3 -2 -1 0 +1 +2 +3 +5 +8 
To examine whether the affective items represent the various types 
of perceived risk for which they were intended, correlation analyses were 
carried out for the couple sample and the husband and wife subsamples. 
The means and standard deviations of the husbands' and the wives' 
responses were calculated and plotted to examine the response patterns of 
males and females. Figures 1 and 2 show that over 70 percent of wives' 
responses had larger means (absolute value) or standard deviations than 
that of the husbands'. This suggests that the wives were generally more 
certain about their responses than the husbands were. The wives' 
responses were also more heterogeneous than those of the husbands. The 
response pattern of males and females in this research is similar to 
those reported by Hinakor et al. (1980) and Manikowske and Winakor 
(1991). Further, a majority of both spouses' responses fell on the 
positive side of the scale. This means that they agreed with the 
majority of the statements. 
The plots show that 76 percent of wives' responses had larger means 
(absolute value) and 71 percent of wives' standard deviations were larger 
than that of the husbands'. Consequently, analyses of variance were 
performed for each of the 17 affective items for the pooled data 
containing husbands' and wives' responses. To further examine husbands' 
and wives' responses, analyses of variance were also performed separately 
for the husband and wife subsamples. In the ANOVA model, the spouse, 
recipient, and the garment were the three main sources of variation; 
interactions were spouse by recipient, spouse by garment, recipient by 
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garment, and spouse by recipient by garment. Appendix E contains the 
means of the main and interaction effects for the couple, the husband and 
the wife subsamples. Appendix F shows the results of the analyses of 
variance for the two subsamples. 
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Figure 1. Plot of husbands' and wives' means of transformed 
responses for affective items 
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Figure 2. Plot of husbands' and wives' standard deviations 
of transformed responses for affective items 
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SECTION VI. GIVING GIFTS OF CLOTHING: 
RISK PERCEPTIONS OF HUSBANDS AND WIVES 
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Abstract 
This research examines risks husbands and wives perceive in giving a 
sweatshirt and pants to spouse, sons, and daughters. Seventeen affective 
items representing perceived risks were repeated for the two garments and 
three recipients. A total of 103 husband-wife couples from a midwest 
city responded independently to questionnaires by using an 11-point 
certainty scale. Data were analyzed by correlation, plotting, and 
analyses of variance. Wives purchased more clothing gifts than husbands 
did. Wives accorded importance to risks related to use of resources; 
husbands accorded importance to risks related to how recipients evaluate 
them. Givers thought that certain types of risk were important 
regardless of the child's gender; givers also thought that risks related 
to recipient's self-esteem, store image, and surprise were important when 
giving to females. Pants were more risky than sweatshirts, but garment 
interacted with recipient and giver to reduce or amplify the importance 
of some risks. Further research is needed to clarify various types of 
perceived risk in gift giving. Marketing implications are suggested. 
82 
Giving Gifts of Clothing: 
Risk Perceptions of Husbands and Wives 
Gift giving has many functions in the social, psychological, and 
economic dimensions of daily living. The process of reciprocation 
maintains social order; the motives and consequences of gift giving 
impact interpersonal relationships. The money cost of gifts constitutes 
expenditure for families and revenue for retailers. 
Gifts exchanged among family members can be interpreted as grants, 
which are one-way transfers given without expecting the recipient to 
reciprocate. The giver's intentions are often assumed to be altruistic. 
Research by Caplow (1982) and Cheal (1983, 1986) revealed consistently 
that gift exchange in families is asymmetric, with older members of the 
family giving more expensive gifts to the young members of the family. 
Gift giving in the family can be interpreted as a means for 
socialization of its members (Belk, 1979; Caron & Ward, 1975). Giving 
novelty gifts to family members may encourage them to adopt new goods. 
When givers are in authoritative positions in the family, giving a gift 
that they think the recipient ought to have results in compliance by the 
recipient. 
Gifts of clothing are important to retailers and manufacturers 
because they are frequently-selected gift objects (Belk, 1979; Caplow, 
1982; Jolibert & Fernandez-Moreno, 1983), especially among related 
persons at Christmastime (Home & Winakor, 1988; Jolibert & Fernandez-
Moreno, 1983). The economic significance of clothing gifts has been 
discussed in Home and Winakor (1991). 
For consumers, clothing gift purchases incur costs. Gifts of 
clothing, accessories, and footwear within the nuclear family ranged from 
$13 to $706 for Christmas (Home & Winakor, 1988). Furthermore, as 
Britton (1969) reported, 11 percent of clothing was acquired as gifts. 
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new, by low-to-moderate income families in a midwestern city. Therefore, 
clothing gifts are a major supplementary source of clothing for family 
members. 
Consumers' gift purchase decisions have implications for marketers. 
For example, how are clothing gift decisions made? In what ways do 
husbands and wives participate in the decision-making process? This 
research focused on one element of gift decision making — the various 
types of risk husbands and wives perceive in giving clothing gifts to 
each other and to other family members. 
Bauer (1960) was instrumental in recognizing the impact of risk 
perception on purchase decisions. Perceived risk has been classifed into 
social, psychological, financial, performance, physical (Jacoby & Kaplan, 
1972), and time (Roselius, 1971) risks. 
Belk (1976) briefly acknowledged the influence of perceived risk in 
gift giving. Because gift giving involves finding an item that matches 
the giver's perceptions of the recipient, uncertainties may arise as to 
the consequences of giving a gift. 
Givers perceive social risk for themselves because they are not 
certain if the gift item is acceptable for the gift-giving occasion or 
for the relationship between themselves and the recipient. Givers also 
perceive social risk for the recipient because they are not certain if 
the gift will be acceptable to the recipient's friends and peers. 
Perceptions of psychological risk may result because givers do not know 
how the gift may affect the way the recipient thinks of himself or 
herself or the giver. Perceived economic risk is present because, if the 
gift is not satisfactory to the recipient, the money the giver spent on 
the gift is wasted; the gift may also lead to additional expense for the 
recipient. Givers may perceive performance risk or physical risk for the 
recipient when they are uncertain how well the gift object functions or 
how safe it is. Finally, givers may perceive time risk for themselves 
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because they are not certain of the amount of time needed to locate the 
gift or to deal with the consequences of the gift. They may perceive 
time risk for the recipient because he or she may also have to spend time 
dealing with the consequences of the gift. Although both givers and 
recipients may perceive risk in gift giving, this research concentrates 
on the risks perceived by the giver (i.e. the purchaser). 
Researchers have studied perceived risk related to clothing and to 
gift-giving occasions. Jacoby and Kaplan (1972) found that shoes had the 
lowest social, psychological, performance, and overall risks, but the 
highest physical risk of various types of garments. Suits had the 
highest social, psychological, financial, performance, and overall risks, 
but lowest physical risk. 
Minshall, Winakor, and Swinney (1982) found that the concept of 
economic risk is complex. Winakor and Lubner-Rupert (1983) concluded 
that economic risk is multi-dimensional and affected by the formal and 
dramatic qualities of the dress style. Economic risk also indirectly 
related to the amount of.fabric in the dress. Because Lubner-Rupert and 
Winakor (1985) found that husbands and wives differed in their 
perceptions of costliness of clothing styles of their sex and the other 
sex, spouses' differing perceptions of economic risk may result in 
conflict within family units. 
Observations from research on fashion and perceived risk suggest 
that genders of the giver and the recipient affect risk perception in 
gift giving. Males and females were consistent in their assessment that 
classic styles were low in performance risk whereas newly-introduced 
styles were high in performance risk (Minshall et al., 1982). However, 
husbands and wives may perceive differing levels of social and 
psychological risk. Gender differences in the perceptions of social-
psychological risks and evaluations of aesthetic appeal of clothing 
styles for the other sex (Lubner-Rupert & Winakor, 1985) imply that 
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choice of clothing gifts may become a source of disagreement in the 
family unit. 
Males and females receive about the same numbers of gifts (Caplow, 
1982). Manikowske and Winakor (1991) observed that males' and females' 
perceptions of gift giving were characterized by concern for and 
impressing the recipient. However, research has also shown gender 
differences in gift-giving behavior and perceptions. Females bought more 
gifts but spent less on each gift than did males (Caplow, 1982; Fischer & 
Arnold, 1990). 
Research on perceived risk in gift giving deals primarily with the 
gift-giving occasion. Weigl (1975) found that perceived financial risk 
was lower in gift-giving situations than in buying for personal use. 
Otherwise, he found no differences in perceived social, psychological, 
and safety risk in buying for those two occasions. Consistent with 
Weigl's findings on perceived financial risk, Vincent and Zikmund (1976) 
reported that financial risk was greater when an item was bought for home 
use than for a wedding gift. This may be related to the use of family 
resources. When an unsatisfactory object is purchased for the home, 
family members have to contend with the consequences and and related 
subsequent costs; therefore, the risk of wasting money is high. But, 
contrary to Weigl's findings, Vincent and Zikmund (1976) found that 
social risk was lower when an item was bought for home use than as a 
wedding gift. Perhaps because family members are familiar with each 
others' preferences, therefore, perceived risk may be lower than when 
giving to persons outside the family. 
Research shows that search time increases with the closeness of the 
giver and the recipient (Ryans, 1979; Rucker, Boynton, & Park, 1987). 
Perhaps the purpose of spending more time on search is to reduce 
perceived risks. Ryans (1979) observed that consumers more often set 
price limits on gifts of small appliances for people outside the home 
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than for purchases for personal use. This suggests that perceptions of 
economic risk may depend upon whether the gift recipient was someone 
outside or within the home. Furthermore, Wagner, Ettenson, and Verrier 
(1990) indicated that fiber content of baby clothing gifts for a best 
friend was influential in the giver's decisions while price and size were 
influential when giving to a neighbor. This implies that importance of 
gift attributes varies with social distance. 
Although no research was found on social-psychological risk in 
family gift giving, perceptions of these risks may be lower for those 
giving to family members than for those giving to non-family members 
because family members are familiar with each other's preferences. 
Understanding of differences in risk perception between husbands and 
wives in gift giving and the importance each spouse assigns to various 
types of perceived risk could help to clarify the dynamics of the gift-
giving process within the family. Results of this research may have 
implications for retailers and family counsellors. 
Objectives 
The objectives of this research are to examine the risks husbands 
and wives perceive in 1) giving clothing gifts to each other and to sons 
and daughters; 2) giving a sweatshirt versus a pair of pants; 3) giving 
the two types of clothing gifts to the three types of recipients. 
Procedure 
A preliminary questionnaire consisting of 40 affective items was 
constructed from the free responses of university students who were asked 
to write down how they felt about giving and receiving clothing gifts. 
Physical risk is excluded from this research because these students 
showed little concern for physical risk. The first trial of the 40-item 
preliminary questionnaire involved 22 husband-wife couples from a midwest 
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university community. Eight items were rejected after examinations of 
frequency distributions and correlations. 
Next, 15 male and 16 female graduate students and support staff 
members from various departments at a midwestern university evaluated the 
riskiness of 17 clothing items as gifts and indicated how well each of 
the 32 surviving affective statements reflected perceived social, 
psychological, economic, performance, and time risks. Seventeen 
statements survived the second trial. Table 1 shows the affective 
statements and the type of perceived risk each was intended to reflect. 
On the basis of responses, a pair of pants was chosen to represent high 
risk and a sweatshirt as a low risk gift. Both clothing items could 
apply to both sexes of all ages; the two items were also moderate in 
cost. 
Insert Table 1 about here 
The final instrument was in booklet form beginning with a cover 
letter, followed by instructions, affective items, and demographic 
questions. Equivalent booklets were prepared for husbands and wives. In 
each booklet, affective items were repeated for the following 
combinations of factors: 
Factors Variations 
Recipient Spouse Son Daughter 
Garment Sweatshirt Pants 
To avoid response bias from fatigue, two versions of the booklet 
were prepared. Order of the 17 affective items on each page was 
identical but order of pages differed. 
Respondents were asked to state the importance of each item on an 
11-point certainty scale ranging from %5 (very certain I disagree) to +5 
(very certain I agree). The scale was transformed to normalized ranks so 
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that the data approximated a normal distribution (Pearson & Hartley, 
1954). The transformation was: 
Response scale -5 -4 -3 -2 -1 0 +1 +2 +3 +4 +5 
Transformed scale -8 -5 -3 -2 -1 0 +1 +2 +3 +5 +8 
The principle behind the certainty method is that the responses to 
scales have a directional and a certainty judgment. Unlike other 
interval-level response scales, the certainty method assigns larger 
values to the extremes of the 11-point continuum (Warren, Klongan, & 
Sabri, 1969). Similar transformations were used by Minshall et al. 
(1982), Winakor and Lubner-Rupert (1983), and Lubner-Rupert and Winakor 
(1985), among others. 
One researcher met with husband-wife couples who attended Sunday 
school classes or professional meetings in a large midwest city. After 
explaining the purposes of the study and the task, the researcher gave 
those who volunteered to participate questionnaires to take home. 
Reminder postcards were mailed one week after the distribution of 
questionnaires. Couples returned questionnaires by mail. The researcher 
met with a total of 11 groups and distributed 149 pairs of 
questionnaires. A total of 121 pairs were returned; 18 sets were 
eliminated, resulting in 103 pairs of usable questionnaires. 
Data Analysis 
All data analyses were performed on transformed data. Plots of 
means and standard deviations of the 17 affective items showed that over 
70 percent of wives' responses had larger means (absolute value) and 
standard deviations than did husbands' responses. Although we computed 
separate analyses of variance for the husband and wife subsamples, only 
the results for the pooled husbands' and wives' responses are reported 
here. Table 2 shows the ANOVA model for the entire sample. 
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Insert Table 2 about here 
The Sample 
A majority of the individuals were between 30 and 59 years old; 
husbands tended to be older than wives. All subjects had at least 
completed high school; husbands and wives had similar education levels 
except that considerably more husbands had completed graduate study. 
About 93 percent of the husbands and 40 percent of the wives were 
employed full-time; 30 percent of the wives worked part-time. A little 
under half of the couples had no more than two children; two-thirds had 
no more than three children. 
Table 3 shows that only about eight percent of husbands but about 30 
percent of wives had purchased 20 or more gifts in the 12 months 
preceding the data collection period. This agrees with observations made 
by Caplow (1982), Fischer and Arnold (1990), Sauskojus (1984), and Home 
and Winakor (1988) that females are the primary purchasers of gifts, 
clothing, and clothing gifts. 
Insert Table 3 about here 
Findings and Discussion 
The discussion of ANOVA results is limited to effects showing F-
values significant beyond the five percent level. 
Table 1 shows that items 6, 5, 13, and 7 had the highest means while 
items 1, 14, and 8 had the lowest and negative means. The garment's 
ability to maintain its appearance after cleaning was most important and 
the recipient's knowledge of where the gift was bought was least 
important. Respondents agreed with most of the statements; there were 
more positive than negative means. 
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Correlations among the 17 items were examined to ascertain if items 
composed to represent specific types of perceived risk correlate higher 
with each other than with other items. Except for the two perceived time 
risk items, items composed to represent specific perceived risk 
categories did not correlate more highly with each other than with other 
items. The low correlations among items suggest that the concepts of 
perceived economic, social, psychological, and performance risks were not 
clearly differentiated in consumers' minds, at least as they were 
expressed on this instrument. 
Main Effects 
Main effects were couple, spouse, recipient, and garment. 
Statistically significant items are discussed only if the difference 
between the highest and the lowest mean response was greater than 0.5; 
otherwise, the effect was judged not large enough to be meaningful. 
Couple. Table 4 shows that responses differed among couples for all 
items. This agrees with Lubner-Rupert and Winakor (1985) where the 
couple main effect was significant for all polar adjectives used to 
describe garment style. 
Insert Table 4 about here 
Spouse. Responses differed by spouse for 11 items (Figure 1). Wives 
assigned greater importance than husbands did to items 4, 5, 6, 7, 9, 10, 
13, and 16 while husbands accorded greater importance than wives did to 
items 8, 12, and 14. Wives placed less importance than husbands did on 
all the negative items; wives' responses were also farther away from zero 
than the husbands' responses. The more extreme responses of wives may 
reflect gender differences in response patterns for affective items 
(Manikowske & Winakor, 1991; Winakor, Canton, & Wolins, 1980). 
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Insert Figure 1 about here 
Wives accorded greater importance than husbands did to five garment-
related risks — cost of cleaning it (4), its appearance after cleaning 
(6), whether it is worth the price (7), its suitability for the 
recipient's age (10), and whether it can be exchanged and returned (13). 
Perhaps wives' greater familiarity with clothing purchases and 
maintenance increased their awareness of clothing attributes and of the 
amount of time required to maintain it (item 9). 
Risks pertaining to how the gift affects the recipient: whether the 
recipient would feel good about himself or herself when wearing the gift 
(5) and that the recipient does not have to spend additional time on the 
gift (16) were also more important to wives than to husbands. This 
contrasts with Kanikowske and Winakor (1991) who found that both sexes 
showed concern for recipients in gift giving. 
Husbands assigned greater importance than wives did to items 
reflecting the recipient's recognition of the giver's efforts — 
recipient's knowledge of where the gift was bought (8) and of the amount 
of time the giver spent on finding the gift (14), and the gift as a 
surprise to the recipient (12). This may be interpreted as the husbands' 
desire to impress recipients. Manikowske and Winakor (1991) found that 
both males and females desired to please others when giving gifts. Also, 
because males less frequently purchase clothing or clothing gifts for 
family members, they may be uncertain about their choices of gifts; 
consequently, they accord greater importance to the recipient's 
evaluation and how well the gift surprises the recipient. 
Recipient. Thirteen items show differences in response according to 
recipient (Figure 2). The differences were meaningful for eight items. 
Insert Figure 2 about here 
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When recipients were children, items 4, 10, and 17 were more 
important and item 1 was less unimportant than when giving to the spouse. 
Regardless of the child's gender, givers placed importance on cost of 
cleaning (4). This may be due to the wear and tear to which children's 
garments are subject. Importance assigned to the gift's suitability for 
the child's age (10) and whether the child's friends wear similar styles 
(17) may reflect the giver's awareness of peer pressure on the child's 
choice of clothing styles. Importance of the risk of the child thinking 
that the giver is not treating all family members equally (1) may reflect 
the parents' desire to keep peace in the family. 
When giving to sons, givers accorded less importance to classic 
style (2), the recipient wanting to wear the gift when the giver and the 
recipient go someplace together (3) and whether the recipient tells the 
giver honestly if he or she likes the gift (11) than when giving to other 
family members. Givers thought that the risk related to store image (8) 
was more important when giving to daughters than when giving to other 
family members. 
Garment. Responses to ten items differed according to the type of 
garment (Figure 3). Although the effects were large enough to be 
meaningful only for two items, respondents consistently thought that 
pants were more risky than sweatshirts. This confirms the conclusion 
from the trial phases in which a majority of the respondents classified 
pants as a high-risk clothing gift. It also supports the assumption that 
importance placed on these different items reflects perceived risk. 
Insert Figure 3 about here 
The differences in responses to items 2 and 3 were meaningful. When 
giving pants, givers thought that classic style (2) and the recipient 
wanting to wear the gift when the giver and the recipient go someplace 
together (3) were important. This may be because pants are more 
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vulnerable to fashion change and have greater potential for fitting 
problems than sweatshirts do. 
Interactions 
Interaction effects were spouse by recipient, spouse by garment, 
recipient by garment, and spouse by garment by recipient. 
Spouse bv Recipient. Spouses' responses to items 5, 8, and 12 
differed according to recipient. When wives gave to anyone, they placed 
greater importance on whether the recipient feels good about himself or 
herself when wearing the gift (5) than husbands did. Wives accorded less 
importance to this risk when giving to husbands, perhaps because wives 
were familiar with husbands' clothing preferences. Husbands accorded 
less importance to this risk when giving to sons, perhaps because they 
were less aware than wives of the social and psychological effects of 
clothing on sons or because they felt more rapport with sons than with 
daughters. Both spouses assigned greater importance to this risk when 
giving to daughters than when giving to other family members, perhaps 
because parents were cognizant of the social and psychological effects of 
clothing on the daughter. 
When wives gave to anyone, they placed less importance than husbands 
did on the recipient's knowledge of where the gift was bought (8). Both 
husbands and wives accorded greater importance to this risk when giving 
to daughters than when giving to other family members. This risk was 
less important when wives gave to husbands; husbands assigned less 
importance to this risk when giving to sons. 
Husbands thought that surprise (12) was more important when giving 
to wives than when giving to other family members. Wives, on the other 
hand, accorded less importance to this risk when giving to husbands than 
when giving to other family members. Husbands thought that this risk was 
equally important when giving to sons and daughters, but wives thought 
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that this risk was slightly more important when giving to daughters than 
when giving to sons. It seems that surprise was important to both 
spouses when the recipient was a female. This agrees with Manikowske and 
Winakor (1991), who found that female gift recipients liked to be 
surprised when they received gifts of clothing. This finding may also 
mean that spouses were cognizant of the importance of clothing to 
females. 
The spouse by recipient interactions consistently show that givers 
placed greater importance on the recipient's self-esteem, store image, 
and surprise when the recipient was a female. 
Spouse bv Garment. Spouses' responses to items 3, 15, and 11 
differed according to the type of garment given. Spouses assigned more 
importance to pants than to sweatshirts on the risk of whether the 
recipient would want to wear the gift when they and the recipient go 
someplace together (3). For each garment, the differences between 
husbands' and wives' responses, while significant, were too small to be 
meaningful. 
When giving pants, it was more important for wives than for husbands 
that the recipient would tell the giver honestly if he or she likes the 
gift (11) and whether the gift shows that the giver knows what the 
recipient likes (15). 
All meaningful spouse by garment interactions show that when wives 
gave pants, they accorded greater importance to some risks than when they 
gave sweatshirts. This may be because wives are more likely to purchase 
clothing for family members and they may know of the potential fitting 
problems for pants. Further, the risks that wives thought were important 
related to how they felt about the recipient's reactions to the gift. 
Recipient bv Garment. Responses to the recipient differed according 
to the type of garment for 11 items. The effect in item 6 was too small 
to be meaningful. For pants, givers placed greater importance on the 
95 
risks of classic style of the garment (2), the recipient wanting to wear 
the gift when the giver and the recipient go someplace together (3), the 
recipient feeling good about himself or herself when wearing the gift 
(5), the recipient's knowledge of where the gift was bought (8) and of 
the amount of time the giver spent on finding the gift (14), and the 
recipient's further expenditure of time (16) when giving to spouse than 
when giving to other family members. But when pants were given to 
daughters, the risks of cost of cleaning (4), the recipient's knowledge 
of where the gift was bought (8), and the style of the garment being 
similar to what the recipient's friends would wear (17) were more 
important than when giving to other family members. 
For sweatshirts, the risks related to the classic style of the 
garment (2), cost of cleaning (4), the recipient feeling good about 
himself or herself when wearing the gift (5), the recipient's knowledge 
of where the gift was bought (8), the giver's further expenditure of time 
(9), the suitability of the gift to the recipient's age (10), and whether 
the recipient's friends wear similar styles of clothing (17) were less 
important when giving to the spouse than when giving to other family 
members. 
For pants, the risks of the recipient wanting to wear the gift when 
the giver and the recipient go someplace together (3), the recipient's 
knowledge of the time the giver spent on finding the gift (14), and the 
recipient's further expenditure of time (16) were less important when 
giving to sons than when giving to other family members. 
The recipient by garment interaction shows that when the spouse was 
the recipient, the risks related to the classic style of the garment, the 
recipient feeling good about himself or herself, and the recipient's 
knowledge of where the gift was bought were more important when giving 
pants than when giving sweatshirts. This suggests that the garment's 
attributes affect the levels of perceived risk. 
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Even though pants were generally more risky than sweatshirts, givers 
assigned varying degrees of importance to some risks depending upon the 
recipient. For example, perceived risks pertaining to the recipient 
wanting to wear the gift when the giver and the recipient go someplace 
together, recipient's knowledge of the time spent by the giver on finding 
the gift, and further expenditure of the recipient's time were less 
important when giving pants than when giving sweatshirts. But givers 
thought that these risks were more important when giving pants to the 
spouse. 
Spouse bv Recipient bv Garment. Items 8, 10, and 14 show three-way 
interaction effects. The F-values for items 8 and 10 were small. The 
interactions show that when wives gave sweatshirts to husbands or sons, 
they accorded relatively less importance to the recipient's knowledge of 
where the gift was bought (8) (Figure 4), and whether the gift suits his 
age (10) than when they gave to anyone else. 
When the husbands gave pants to anyone, they thought it was more 
important that the recipient knows where the gift was bought (8) (Figure 
4) and the amount of time they spent on finding the gift (14) (Figure 5) 
than when they gave sweatshirts. When wives gave sweatshirts to 
daughters and pants to sons, they thought it was more important that the 
garment suits the recipient's age (10). This risk was not as important 
when either spouse gave a sweatshirt to the other. 
Insert Figures 4 and 5 about here 
The two- and three-way interactions show that even though pants were 
considered more risky than sweatshirts, importance of some types of risk 
varies depending on the giver and his or her relationship to the 
recipient. It seems that even though the garment was risky, the 
recipient might have been an intervening factor that either amplified or 
reduced some types of perceived risk. 
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Conclusion and Implications 
In this research, the items did not cluster according to five types 
of perceived risk included. In consumer behavior, magnitude of perceived 
risk is the product of the degree of certainty consumers feel about a 
purchase and how dangerous is the consequence of the decision (Jacoby & 
Kaplan, 1972). In this research, the scores on the 11-point certainty 
scale represented the importance of the various types of perceived risk. 
The difference in wordings of the task may have resulted in the low 
correlations among the items. Also, perhaps conventional classifications 
of perceived risk do not apply to gift-giving situations where the buyer 
is not the ultimate user. Further research on gift giving should focus 
on defining and clarifying the various types of risk perceived. 
That wives purchased more clothing gifts but assigned greater 
importance to more risks than husbands did challenges the theory that 
accumulation of information reduces perceived risks. Perhaps because the 
wives were concerned about future demands on their time and cost of 
cleaning in gift giving, the heightened sensitivity to any ongoing claims 
the gift might have on their resources overpowered the gains from 
experience. Also, because females were more involved than males in 
purchasing gifts (Fischer & Arnold, 1990), and more time was spent by 
givers on finding gifts for those who were close to them (Ruckers et al, 
1987; Ryans, 1979), the eagerness to find the "perfect" gift may override 
the risk-reduction effects of information. 
Respondents in this research placed little importance on whether the 
recipient knew if equal amounts of money were spent on all family 
members' gifts and on store image. Also, Wagner et al. (1990) observed 
that when the giver and the recipient were close, price was less 
important than size when giving a gift of infant clothing. This 
challenges the view that the money value of a gift is used to fortify a 
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person's status in the family or community (Caplow, 1982; Cheal, 1988). 
Furthermore, while Andrus, Sundheim, Norvell, and Mclntyre (1987) found 
that status of a store was related to giving gifts to friends of both 
genders, subjects in this research thought that recipient's knowledge of 
where the clothing gift was bought was not important when giving to 
family members. These findings indicate that the extrinsic qualities of 
a gift may be less important in within-family gift giving than in giving 
to persons outside the family unit. 
This and others' research reveal gender differences in gift-giving 
behavior. First, the roles of females as frequent purchasers of gifts 
(Caplow, 1982; Fischer & Arnold, 1990) and clothing gifts (Home & 
Winakor, 1988) are reflected in the number of clothing gifts purchased by 
the wives in this research. Second, although Manikowske and Winakor 
(1991) found that both males and females showed concern for gift 
recipients, the present research suggested that wives were concerned with 
the recipient's well-being but husbands were concerned with the way the 
recipient saw them. Finally, females' responses were more extreme and 
heterogeneous than males' responses. This may mean that females actually 
see greater risks than males do. However, because Winakor et al. (1980), 
Manikowske and Winakor (1991), and others reported similar findings, 
males and females may respond to affective items differently, independent 
of the content. 
Even though the treatment of perceived risks in Lubner-Rupert and 
Winakor (1985) differ from this research, some comparisons of findings 
are made. While husbands and wives differed in their perceptions of the 
aesthetic qualities of dress for the other sex in Lubner-Rupert and 
Winakor (1985), the husbands and wives in this research did not differ in 
the importance they assigned to the classic style of the garment. The 
wives in this research, however, placed greater importance on two 
perceived risks that may pertain to aesthetics — whether the recipient 
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feels good about himself or herself and whether the gift suits the 
recipient's age. It seems that spouses did not differ on the importance 
of style but differed on their perceptions of how style may affect the 
recipient. In addition, there is some support for the gender differences 
in perception of economic risk in Lubner-Rupert and Winakor (1985) 
because risks pertaining to cost of cleaning, whether the gift is worth 
the price, and whether the gift can be exchanged and returned were more 
important for the wives than for the husbands in this research. 
Further research is needed to identify the reasons for the differing 
risk levels for various types of garments. However, the garment's risk 
level is not the sole determinant of perceived risk because the garment 
may interact with recipient and giver to amplify or reduce risk 
perception. Researchers in clothing need to identify the important 
attributes in purchasing clothing for another person's consumption versus 
for personal use. 
Results of this research suggest that some types of clothing may be 
perceived as risky for some recipients. Marketing strategies for female 
clothing gift buyers may entail reducing females' perceived risks 
pertaining to the garment by promoting easy-care clothing items and the 
perceived risk of further use of time by emphasizing the stores' return 
policies. For males, retailers may develop themes in advertising that 
appeal to the males' desire to impress others and the importance they 
attach to surprise in gift giving. 
Because givers thought that certain types of risk were more 
important when giving to females than when giving to males, retailers may 
promote low-risk gifts in the beginning of a gift-giving season with a 
view to creating awareness. As the gift-giving season progresses, 
retailers may develop advertising themes that emphasize store image and 
how a gift from the store will be a surprise that will also enhance the 
self-esteem of female recipients. 
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Finally, because gift giving plays a part in maintaining family 
relationships, counselors could bring to couples' attention that husbands 
and wives seem to place importance on differing aspects of gift giving. 
This knowledge may help couples to select satisfactory gifts for each 
other and for their children, and may result in strengthening of family 
relationships. 
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Table 1 
List of 17 items in the final instrument and their means of transformed 
responses 
Item h 
Number Item Mean 
Econl. He/she thinks I spent about the same amount of money 
on as I did on other family members' gifts. -1.66 
Soc2. It is of a classic style. 2.71 
Psy3. He/she would want to wear it when we go someplace 
together. 3.26 
Econ4. It does not cost too much to clean. 4.79 
PsyS. He/she would feel good about himself/herself when he 
or she wears it. 6.43 
Perf6. It will look good after it has been washed or cleaned. 6.48 
Econ7. It is worth the price. 6.22 
PsyS. He/she knows where I bought it. 
-2.29 
Time9. I won't have to spent any extra time on it later. 3.95 
PsylO. It suits his/her age. 5.05 
Psyll. He/she would tell me honestly if he/she likes it. 4.62 
Socl2. It is a surprise to him/her. 1.34 
EconlS. It can be exchanged or returned. 6.31 
Psyl4. He/she knows I spent a lot of time looking for it. 
0
 
CM 1 
PsylS. It shows that I know what he/she likes. 3.30 
TimelG. He/she does not have to spend additional time on 
it later. 4.25 
Socl7. His/Her friends wear similar style. 2.47 
Prefix indicates the type of perceived risk originally designated for 
the item: 
Econ - economic Soc - social Psy - psychological Perf - performance 
. Time - time 
Positive values mean respondents are certain that they agree with the 
statement. Negative values mean respondents are certain that they 
disagree with the statement. 
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Table 2 
Analysis of variance model, couple sample 
Effect 
Type of 
effect 
Error 
terms 
Degrees of 
freedom 
Tabular 
5% 
F-Value 
1% 
Main Effects 
Couple Random SxRxGxC 102/204 1.32 1.48 
Spouse Fixed SxC 1/102 3.94 6.90 
Recipient Fixed RxC 2/204 3.04 4.71 
Garment Fixed GxC 1/102 3.94 6.90 
Interactions 
SpousexRecipient SxRxC 2/204 3.04 4.71 
SpousexGarment SxGxC 1/102 3.94 6.90 
RecipientxGarment RxGxC 2/204 3.04 4.71 
SxRxG SxRxGxC 2/204 3.04 4.71 
SpousexCouple 1/102 
Rec ipientxCouple 2/204 
GarmentxCouple 1/102 
SxRxC 2/204 
SxGxC 1/102 
RxGxC 2/204 
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Table 3 
Number of clothing gifts given bv spouses 
Husband Wife 
Number of Cumulative Cumulative 
clothing gifts Percent percent n Percent percent n 
0 12.7 12.7 13 1.0 1.0 1 
1 - 5  50.0 62.7 51 12.9 13.9 13 
6 - 1 0  19.6 82.3 20 22.8 36.7 23 
11 - 15 4.9 87.2 5 22.8 59.5 23 
16 - 20 4.9 92.1 5 10.9 70.4 11 
20 or more 7.8 99.9 8 29.7 100.1 30 
Total^ 102 101 
® - Cumulative percentages are not exactly 100 because of rounding. 
^ - Number of husbands and wives do not sum to 103 because of missing 
data. 
Table 4. F-values for analysis of variance of transformed responses for 
items, couple sample 
Item Couple Spouse Recipient Garment SxR SxG RxG SxRxG 
1 32 .64** 3. 23 85. 89** 0. ,31 1 .25 2 .67 0.90 0, .11 
2 12 .97** 0, .01 5. ,07** 41. .13** 1 .99 3 .26 26.81** 2, .19 
3 9 . 50** 0. 00 16. , 06** 52. ,75** 1 . 13 4 .15* 28.73** 1. ,27 
4 8 .32** 25. , 43** 16. 24** 0. ,38 1 .29 0 .00 9.78** 0. , 32 
5 14 .44** 5. .70* 3. 45* 9. 98** 4, .53* 0 .01 8.03** 0. ,80 
6 15 .29** 28. ,83** 5. 49** 5. 39* 2 , . 12 0 .29 5.51** 1. 26 
7 9 .95** 21. 62** 0. 09 4. 40* 0, ,65 0 .96 1.13 0. 16 
8 14 .07** 6. 17* 3. 39* 13. 78** 3. , 62* 1 .97 9.05** 3. 60* 
9 12 .66** 11. 96** 0. 44 0. 21 0. , 67 3. 24 10.45** 1. 83 
10 9 .11** 8. 02** 34. 07** 13. 50** 0. ,74 0, .72 12.03** 3. 43* 
11 16 .83** 1. 29 8. 05** 8. 81** 2. 26 7. ,24** 0.57 3. 00 
12 19 .35** 6. 27* 3. 00 0. 08 5. 43** 0. ,43 1.15 0. 64 
13 13 .44** 29. 81** 0. 87 2 . 41 0. 68 0. , 97 1.37 1. 04 
14 18, .89** 14. 97** 6. 17** 0. 06 2. 64 0. ,02 6.13** 7 . 81** 
15 13. 27** 1. 64 3. 65* 5. 13* 2. 67 4. 40* 1.97 2. 34 
16 14. , 30** 18. 78** 3. 91* 1. 34 1. 03 0. 03 5.86** 0. 27 
17 11. , 56** 0. 03 122. 42** 10. 72** 1. 00 0. 90 11.12** 0. 09 
* E ^  0.05 
** E $ 0.01 
4 -
CO 
z 
< 2 4  
LU 
7 
3 
2 r-T5 
r# 
-2 
g 
I I 
13 
10 
12 
8' 
• 
i I Husbands 
Wives 
* p < 0.05 
* *  p<0.01 
16 
15 
i 
17 
i O 00 
14 
ITEMS 
Figure 1. Spouse main effect - means of transformed responses for husbands and wives 
m 
I 1 
1 
7 
I ! 
Figure 2. Recipient main effect 
1 
13 
• Son 
Daughter 
Spouse 
* p < 0.05 
* *  p<0.01 
15 
g 
8"  
I 
14* 
16 
17 
i. 
ITEMS 
of transformed responses for son, daughter, and spouse 
10 
'm 
I 
1 1  
12 
I 
13  
Sweatshiil i 
* p < 0.05 
** p < 0.01 
16 
15  
I 
i 
1 
1 
i 
17  
I 
i 1 
% 
1 
8 
14  
ITEMS 
of transformed responses for pants and sweatshirt 
Ill 
Panîs (Husband) 
Panis (Wife) 
Sweatshirt (Husband) 
Sweatshirt (Wile) 
Son Daughter 
RECIPIENT 
Spouse 
Figure 4. Spouse by recipient by garment interaction 
item 8 - He/She knows where I bought it -
transformed responses 
Pants (Husband) 
Pants (Wite) 
Sweatshirt (husband) 
Sweatshirt (Wile) 
Son Daughter Spouse 
RECIPIENT 
Figure 5. Spouse by recipient by garment interaction -
item 14 - He/She knows I spent a lot of time 
looking for it - transformed responses 
112 
SECTION VII. FINDINGS 
This chapter reports the correlation analysis of the affective items 
and hypothesis testing using the original perceived risk designations. 
Correlations among the 17 affective items were obtained for the couple 
sample and for the husband and wife subsamples. The purpose of the 
correlation analysis is to examine whether the items represent the types 
of perceived risk for which they are intended. If several items are seen 
by respondents as representing the same type of perceived risk, those 
items should correlate more highly with each other than with other items. 
For this research, the criterion for a "high" correlation is an r-value 
equal to or above 0.40 because this is the value where a natural break 
seems evident. The s-value has no meaning in this analysis because 
subjects responded to the same items more than once; the responses cannot 
be treated as independent observations. 
The correlation matrices (Appendix G) show that the highly 
correlated items are almost the same for all three groups. Hence, the 
discussion of the correlation analysis focuses only on consistencies 
shown throughout the three groups. 
Correlation Among Affective Items 
The correlations among items are generally low for all three groups. 
Appendix G shows that the correlation between Timel6 and Time9 is highest 
in each of the correlation matices for the husband and wife subsamples. 
In the couple correlation matrix, the r-value for TimelS and Time9 is 
second highest after Timel3 and Econl3; Psy8 and Psyl4 also show high 
correlation. The r-values for Timel6 and Time9 in all three correlation 
matrices indicate a common variance of 26 to 30 percent. For the 
remaining items, there is little evidence of high within-risk type 
correlations or between-risk type correlations. This means that 
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respondents generally did not think of the items representing each type 
of perceived (economic, social, psychological) risk as similar. 
Econ4 and Econ7 are highly correlated with each other in the couple 
sample and in the husband subsample. None of the perceived social risk 
items correlates highly with any other social items for any of the three 
groups. PsyS and Psyl4 are highly correlated for all three groups, 
possibly because both items begin with similar words. 
The perceived performance risk item correlates highly with the 
greatest number of items — four in the couple sample, three each in the 
wife and husband subsamples. In research by Jacoby and Kaplan (1972), 
overall risk correlated more highly with perceived performance risk than 
with any other types of perceived risk. Similar observations were 
reported in Minshall et al. (1982). Because overall risk combines 
several dimensions of perceived risk, the correlations of the perceived 
performance risk item with several other items in this research seem to 
support the notion that perceived performance risk approximates perceived 
overall risk. 
Hypothesis Testing 
The criterion used in hypothesis testing is that if one-half or more 
of items of any one type of perceived risk are significant at the 0.01 or 
0.05 level, the hypothesis for that type of perceived risk is rejected. 
Not all statistically significant items are discussed. If the difference 
between the highest and the lowest response is less than 0.5, the effect 
is judged to be not meaningful. Interpretation of results is limited to 
those not discussed in Section VI. 
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Null HvPOthesiB 1 
The null hypothesis that the amount and types of risks perceived by 
husbands and wives do not differ is tested by the spouse main effect in 
the ANOVA model, significant differences occurred for economic items 4, 
7, and 13, social item 12, psychological items 5, 8, 10, and 14, the 
performance item (6), and both time items (9, 16). 
Wives accord greater importance to economic risks pertaining to cost 
of cleaning (4), the gift being worth its price (7), and exchanging and 
returning it (13) than husbands do. 
Wives accord greater importance than husbands do to psychological 
risks of whether the clothing gift suits the recipient's age (10) and 
whether the recipient feels good about himself or herself when wearing 
the gift (5). However, the risks pertaining to the recipient's knowledge 
of where the gift was bought (8) and the amount of time the giver spends 
in finding the gift (14) is less important for wives than for husbands, 
perhaps because the wives, being frequent purchasers of clothing for 
family members, may be less concerned about making an impression on the 
recipient. 
Performance risk pertaining to the clothing gift maintaining its 
appearance after washing (6) is more important to wives than to husbands, 
perhaps because wives are more likely to be responsible for the care of 
clothing. Wives place greater importance than husbands on time risk both 
for themselves and for the recipients. Husbands place greater importance 
on social risk of surprise (12) than wives do. 
In sum, wives accord greater importance to economic, performance, 
and time risks than husbands do. Wives place greater importance than 
husbands do on psychological risk related to the how the recipient may be 
affected by the gifts; they also place less importance than husbands do 
on the psychological risk related to how the recipients evaluate them. 
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Husbands, however, accord greater importance than wives do to 
psychological risk related to how the recipient evaluates them through 
the clothing gift and to social risk of surprise. 
From the observed differences in spouses' responses, null hypothesis 
1 is rejected for perceived economic, psychological, performance, and 
time risk, but not for perceived social risk. 
Null Hvpothesis 2a 
Null hypothesis 2a states that amounts and types of risk perceived 
by husbands and wives do not differ by the type of clothing gift. It is 
tested by the spouse by garment interaction which is significant for 
perceived psychological risk items 3, 11, and 15, two of which had low F-
values. 
Spouses think that psychological risk pertaining to whether the 
recipient would want to wear the garment when they and the recipient go 
someplace together (3) is more important for pants than for sweatshirts. 
Within each garment, the differences between the spouses' responses are 
too small to be meaningful. 
When wives give pants, the risk of whether the recipient would tell 
the giver honestly if he or she likes the gift (11) and whether the gift 
shows that the giver knows what the recipient likes (15) is more 
important than for sweatshirts. 
All the meaningful spouse by garment interactions show the wives 
perceiving greater risks when giving pants than when giving sweatshirts. 
This may be because wives are more likely to purchase clothing for family 
members and they may know of the potential fitting problems for pants. 
Also, the risks that are important to wives share a common theme that 
their efforts are recognized by the recipient's actions. 
The findings indicate that null hypothesis 2a cannot be rejected for 
perceived economic, psychological, performance, social, and time risks. 
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Null Hypotheses 2b and 2c 
Null hypothesis 2b states that the amount# and types of risks 
perceived by husbands and wives do not differ by whether the recipient is 
a spouse, son, or daughter. Null hypothesis 2c states that the amounts 
and types of risk perceived by husbands and wives do not differ by 
whether the child is of the same sex as the parent or the other sex. 
These two hypotheses are discussed jointly because both are tested by the 
spouse by recipient interaction. Significant differences occurred in 
perceived social risk item 12 and perceived psychological risk items 5 
and 8. 
Husbands think that the social risk of surprise (12) is important 
when giving to wives. For wives, this risk is less important when giving 
to husbands but more important when giving to daughters. Both spouses 
think that the risk of surprise is important when the recipient is a 
female. 
Both spouses accord greater importance to psychological risk of the 
recipient's self-esteem (5) when giving to daughters than when giving to 
other family members; this perceived risk is less important when husbands 
give to sons and when wives give to husbands. For wives, perceived 
psychological risk pertaining to the recipient's knowledge of where the 
clothing gift was bought (8) is less important when giving to husbands 
than when giving to other family members. For husbands, this risk is 
less important when giving to sons than when giving to other family 
members. 
In sum, the spouse by recipient interaction shows that when the 
recipient is a female, both spouses think that the psychological risk 
pertaining to self esteem and social risk pertaining to surprise is 
relatively important. Null hypotheses 2b and 2c are not rejected for 
perceived social, psychological, economic, performance, and time risks. 
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Null Hypothesis 3 
The null hypothesis that there are no interactions among perceptions 
of risk in giving clothing gifts of differing levels of risk to spouse, 
son, or daughter is tested by the recipient by garment and the spouse by 
recipient by garment interactions. Significant recipient by garment 
interaction effects occurred in economic item 4, social items 2 and 17, 
psychological items 3, 5, 8, 10, and 14, the performance item (6) and 
both time items (9, 16). The effect for item 6 is too small to be 
meaningful. 
When giving pants to a spouse, givers accord greater importance to 
social risk of classic style (2); psychological risk pertaining to 
whether the recipient would want to wear the gift when the giver and the 
recipient go someplace together (3), the recipient feeling good about 
himself or herself (5), the recipient's knowledge of where the gift was 
bought (8) and of the amount of time the giver spent on finding the gift 
(14); and time risk pertaining to the demand on the recipient's time (16) 
than when giving to other family members. 
However, givers think that the economic risk of cleaning cost (4); 
psychological risk pertaining to the recipient's knowledge of where the 
gift was bought (8); and social risk pertaining to the gift being of 
similar style to what the recipient's friends would wear (17) are more 
important when giving to daughters than when giving to other family 
members. 
When giving sweatshirts to a spouse, givers think that the social 
risk pertaining to classic style of the gift (2) and to the gift being of 
similar style to what the recipient's friends would wear (17); economic 
risk pertaining to cost of cleaning (4); psychological risk pertaining to 
the recipient feeling good about himself or herself (5), the recipient's 
knowledge of where the gift was bought (8), and to the suitability of the 
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gift to the recipient's age (10); and time risk pertaining zo. the gift's 
future demand on the giver's time (9) are less important than." when giving 
to other family members. 
When giving pants to sons, psychological risk pertaiiu-zc:% to whether 
the recipient would want to wear the gift when the giver azc - rhe 
recipient go someplace together (3), and to the recipient's cxnowledge of 
the amount of time the giver spent on finding the gift (14 ; rime risk 
pertaining to the gift's future demand on the recipient's nrme (16) are 
less important than when giving to other family members. Ths.s following 
summarizes the results. 
Perceived Risk 
Interaction Type Level 
Pants to spouse Social High 
Psychological High 
Time High 
Pants to daughters Economic High 
Psychological High 
Social High 
Sweatshirts to spouse Social Low 
Economic Low 
Psychological Low 
Time Low 
Pants to sons Psychological Low 
Time Low 
The spouse by recipient by garment interaction is signi f ficant for 
perceived psychological items 8, 10, 14. The F-values for i.—rems 8 and 10 
are small. The interactions show that when wives give swearsishirts to 
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husbands or sons, they accord less importance to psychological risks of 
the recipient's knowledge of where the gift was bought (8), whether the 
gift suits his age (10) than when they give to anyone else. 
When husbands give pants, regardless of the recipient, psychological 
risks of whether the recipient knows where the gift was bought (8) and 
the amount of time they spent on finding the gift (14) are more important 
than when giving sweatshirts. When wives give sweatshirts to daughters 
and pants to sons, they think that the psychological risk of whether the 
garment suits the recipient's age (10) is relatively important. This 
risk is less important when either spouse gives sweatshirts to the other. 
These interactions show that even though sweatshirts are considered 
low risk, givers may accord importance to psychological risks depending 
upon the recipient. In view of the interaction effects, null hypothesis 
3 is rejected for perceived psychological, social, performance, and time 
risks, but not for perceived economic risk. 
Comparison of Analvses of Variance for Couple Sample. 
Husband and Wife Subsamples 
Discussions of the husband and wife subsamples are limited to those 
effects significant beyond the one percent level. 
Appendix H shows that the three groups do not show any noticeable 
pattern. Item 3 is the only item that shows recipient, garment, and 
recipient by garment effects for all three groups. Items 7, 12, and 13 
show no effects significant at the one percent level. 
The husband subsample has fewest items showing garment main effect, 
perhaps because husbands are generally less familiar than wives with 
clothing purchases than wives. This could also relate to the less 
extreme response pattern for husbands than for wives. The two time items 
show recipient by garment effects, but few recipient or garment main 
effects at the one percent level. This suggests that for all three 
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groups of respondents, the importance of time risk may be affected by 
what is given to whom. 
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SECTION VIII. CONCLUSION 
This section presents conclusions, based on the results of this 
research and those of others. 
Applicability of Traditionally-Defined Classifications 
of Perceived Risk to Gift Giving 
Results of this research indicate that respondents did not 
necessarily see the affective statements as representative of the various 
types of perceived risk for which they were intended. One reason may be 
that risk perception differs when the buyer is not the ultimate user of 
the product. Another reason may be that respondents were assessing the 
importance of various types of perceived risk rather than the magnitude 
of risks perceived. Further effort is needed to clarify the types of 
perceived risk in gift giving. 
Perceived risks in gift giving may be influenced by the giver's 
situation. For this research, the spouse main effect shows that wives 
accorded greater importance than husbands did to risks pertaining to 
money or time spent on locating the gift or time spent on dealing with 
the consequences of the clothing gift. Because wives are primary 
purchasers of gifts and providers of services to family members, they may 
have to deal with the consequences of the gift. In other words, the 
ongoing claims on the giver's resources may influence the risks givers 
perceive in gift giving. 
The influence of resources is also implied in Wagner et al. (1990) 
who reported that fiber content of an infant clothing gift had less 
effect than price and size on the giver's decision when the recipient was 
someone not close to the giver. In the present research, wives placed 
importance on the garment's ability to withstand stress and strain of 
laundering when giving clothing gifts to family members. Because fiber 
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content affects the service and maintenance of a garment, the lack of 
concern for this attribute of the gift reported in Wagner et al. (1990) 
suggests that when the recipient is outside the family unit, the giver 
may not foresee further use of his or her resources in dealing with the 
consequences of the gift. Therefore, perceived time and economic risks 
may be closely associated for the family member who is the primary 
provider of services for the family and when the recipient is a close 
relative. 
The Relationship Between Amount of Information 
And Level of Perceived Risk 
Consumer behavior models theorize that buyers perceive less risk if 
they have information from past experience with purchasing the product 
(internal search). Results of this research point out the role of 
information in bridging perceived risk, which is more nearly equivalent 
to the concept of uncertainty, and risk in the economic sense. 
Research has shown that female gift givers are more involved in 
purchasing gifts (Fischer & Arnold, 1990), that recipients express their 
preferences to givers (Home & Winakor, 1988), and that the amount of 
time and effort spent on finding gifts increases with the closeness 
between the giver and the recipient (Rucker et al., 1987; Ryans, 1979). 
The experience and information givers possess may reduce uncertainty, but 
what the givers know also enables them to better estimate the outcome if 
they cannot locate the "perfect" gift. In other words, information may 
transform perceived risk or uncertainty into economic risk. Perhaps the 
wives in this research assigned greater importance to more perceived 
risks than husbands did because the information accumulated from the 
wives' frequent involvement in clothing gift purchases transformed their 
uncertainties into estimable economic risks. The husbands, on the other 
hand, experienced low perceived risk perhaps because they purchased 
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clothing gifts less frequently than wives did; the lack of experience and 
information did not reduce the uncertainties that husbands felt. 
Extrinsic Qualities of Gifts 
Results of this research indicate that in family gift giving, the 
extrinsic aspects such as price or money value and store image were not 
important. Cheal (1986) observes that Winnipeg residents give gifts of 
higher value when the gift-giving occasion is attended by a large number 
of guests. Caplow (1982) believes that males buy more expensive gifts 
than do females because it reflects their status as major income earners 
in the family. The status fortification function seems to be absent in 
this research because husbands and wives accorded little importance to 
whether the recipient knows if equal amounts of money are spent on all 
family members' gifts. Furthermore, Wagner et al. (1990) observe that 
when the relationship between the giver and the recipient is close, price 
had less influence than size in the purchase of infant clothing gift. It 
seems that the extrinsic cue of price or money value of a gift is less 
important in family gift giving than in giving to persons outside the 
family. Maybe because family members often inform each other of their 
gift preferences (Home & Winakor, 1988), the knowledge lessens the 
dependence on the extrinsic qualities of gifts to convey affection. Or, 
the integrative nature of the family may make family members less 
critical of each others' gift choices. 
The importance of another extrinsic quality, store image, also seems 
to differ between within-family gift giving and giving to persons outside 
the family. Andrus et al. (1987) report that respondents patronize high 
and low status stores for gifts for friends depending upon the gender of 
the giver and the recipient. In this research, when subjects gave gifts 
to family members, they accorded little importance to the recipient's 
knowledge of where the clothing gift was bought. Perhaps store image is 
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more Important when giving to non-family members than when giving to 
family members. 
The Gift, The Recipient, and Their Interaction 
Many risks were more important to givers when giving pants than when 
giving sweatshirts. The differing perceptions may be due to the 
attributes of the garments. Also, some types of perceived risk such as 
those pertaining to surprise and recipient's self-esteem were more 
important for female recipients. However, the risk level of the gift 
object and the recipient were not sole determinants of the types and 
levels of perceived risk in gift giving. Interactions between garment 
and the recipient are evident. For example, store image was generally 
not important to givers; but this perceived risk was more important when 
giving pants to daughters than when when giving sweatshirts to sons. 
These observations suggest that perceived risk is a function of the 
recipient's gender and the interaction between the recipient and the 
gift. 
The Giver 
Findings about husbands and wives in this research support the 
gender differences in gift-giving behavior reported by other researchers. 
For example, the wives in this research purchased greater numbers of 
clothing gifts than their husbands did. This agrees with observations by 
Caplow (1982) and Fischer and Arnold (1990) that females purchase more 
gifts than do males. 
Wives also accorded greater importance than husbands did to risks 
pertaining to the recipient's well-being, while husbands placed greater 
importance than wives did on risks pertaining to the way the recipient 
sees them. This deviates slightly from Manikowske and Winakor (1991), 
who report that in giving gifts, both males and females show concern for 
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the recipient. Because the respondents in Manikowske and Winakor (1991) 
are younger than those in this present research, perceived risks in gift 
giving may be influenced by the giver's gender and age, and the motives 
for gift giving. In addition, Manikowske and Winakor (1991) did not 
limit gift giving to close relatives. 
Researchers should not develop the mindset that certain gift-giving 
behaviors are specifically "female" just because females are often 
primary purchasers of gifts. Fischer and Arnold (1990) report that males 
who have less traditional sex-role attitudes and higher communal 
orientations than traditional males show levels of involvement in gift 
giving comparable to that of the traditional female. This means that 
males may also perceive resource risks and they may perceive higher risks 
than do some females. 
Furthermore, the more extreme and heterogeneous response pattern of 
the wives and the less extreme and more homogeneous response pattern of 
the husbands reinforce the findings on response patterns of males and 
females to affective statements reported in Winakor et al. (1980) and in 
Manikowske and Winakor (1991). These consistent findings suggest 
differences in the way males and females respond to affective research 
instruments, independent of the content. 
Implications 
Findings of this research have important implications for various 
professions. For consumer behavior researchers, results of this research 
challenge the traditional definitions of various types of perceived risk. 
Because the researcher has not located research that examines how buyers 
of gifts conceptualize various types of perceived risks, research effort 
may focus on clarifying these concepts. 
For educators and researchers in the social-psychological aspects of 
clothing, this research unveiled behaviors with respect to purchasing 
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clothing for another person's consumption. It is widely accepted that 
females are the primary purchasers of clothing for their family members, 
but very little research has been done to examine the decision-making 
process with respect to buying clothing for others as compared to buying 
clothing for personal use. Results of this research suggest that when 
the buyer and the user are not the same person, the buyer sees risks that 
impact his or her use of resources, risks that relate to the recipient's 
well-being and to the relationship between the giver and the recipient. 
These relationships can be explored in further research. 
Spending equal amounts of money on all family members' gifts did not 
seem to be important to givers, nor was the recipient's knowledge of 
where the gift was bought; therefore, it may not be necessary for parents 
to spend comparable amounts of money on gifts for family members or to 
pay premium prices for clothing gifts sold at exclusive stores. While 
equality was not important to givers, Manikowske and Winakor (1991) 
observe that equity was a concern for both male and female gift 
recipients. Therefore, further research is needed to compare the giver's 
and recipient's perceptions of equality and equity before family 
counselors can use the results of this research to advise families about 
budgeting at gift-giving seasons. 
Because pants were more risky than sweatshirts, further research is 
needed to identify what makes a gift or clothing gift a high-risk or low-
risk gift. Retailers can then select the appropriate merchandise to 
promote during gift-giving seasons. 
Retailers would benefit by planning marketing strategies with 
appeals that relate to risk perceptions of males and females. Because 
female givers were more concerned with the cost of cleaning, whether the 
gift is worth the price, and whether the gift can be exchanged or 
returned, retailers may attempt to reduce these perceived risks by 
selecting easy-care clothing items for gift promotion. Advertising may 
127 
focus on the easy-care qualities, "value for your money", and on the 
store's merchandise return policy. Also, the females in this research 
were more sensitive about how a gift of clothing might affect the way the 
recipients see themselves and were not concerned with surprise. 
Retailers may concentrate on assuring female shoppers that the recipients 
would like the clothing gifts from their stores. In addition, retailers 
may also develop, for the female audience, advertising themes that 
downplay the surprise in gift giving or sponsor promotion events that 
encourage parents to bring their children along to shop for gifts. 
Because males accorded greater importance than females did to the 
risk pertaining to how the recipient evaluates them via the clothing 
gift, retailers may appeal to the males' fear of loss of self esteem. 
Furthermore, surprise could be stressed when targeting promotion 
materials to males who are seeking gifts for female recipients. 
In general, both spouses thought that some types of risks were more 
important when giving to a female child than when giving to other family 
members. Retailers may encourage parents to pay particular attention 
when selecting clothing gifts for daughters and assure them that they 
have made the right choice. 
Recommendat ions 
This section identifies some limitations of this research and 
suggests ways of overcoming them. Later, suggestions are made for future 
research that aims at exploring the propositions stated in the 
conclusions section. 
This research assumes that responses did not differ for the couples 
who did not have children. Seven couples had no children; this number 
was considered too small to justify a statistical test of this 
assumption. However, 18 couples had no daughters and 21 couples had no 
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sons. A comparison of the responses of those who had daughters or sons 
only with those without daughters or sons would reveal possible 
differences in perceptions attributed to the children's gender. 
The demographic characteristics of this sample were not compared to 
census figures because the 1991 census data were being processed at the 
time this dissertation was written. Although no direct comparisons of 
the sample and the population are made, some characteristics of the 
sample may have affected the results of this research. The couples who 
participated in this research were similar in age and stage of the life 
cycle; a majority had at least some college education and white-collar 
occupations. The proportion of wives working full time seems relatively 
low. Further research on perceived risks in gift giving could use 
couples of diverse demographic characteristics and life cycle stages by 
contacting neighborhood organizations, day-care facilities, or social 
organizations formed by residents of various heritages. 
The correlation analysis shows that respondents did not see the 
affective items as representative of the various types of perceived risk 
originally designated by the researchers. This suggests that further 
effort is needed to develop items that represent various types of 
perceived risk. Also, the instrument used in this research did not 
discriminate between the amount and importance of various types of risks; 
therefore, efforts should be made to develop instruments that delineate 
the two dimensions. 
Future research could focus on refining the content of affective 
items by conducting focus group interviews with males and females so that 
the researchers can identify possible differences in perceptions between 
the two sexes. While focus groups allow the researcher to clarify 
responses immediately, bias may be introduced as some participants may 
give responses that conform to the view of the majority. 
129 
Alternatively, subjecting the original 40 affective items to factor 
analysis could indicate presence or absence of clusters of meanings. 
This method, however, requires a large number of respondents. In the 
correlation analysis, some of the items that correlate highly with each 
other are similar in wording. This suggests that wording of the items 
should be such that respondents would not perceive them to be the same. 
Items with similar wordings should not be placed too close to each other. 
To explore time and economic risks, further research may examine 
givers' involvement in gift giving in relation to their assessments of 
the importance of time and money spent on gift giving. Future research 
may also explore the importance of extrinsic and intrinsic qualities of 
gifts in within-family gift giving versus giving to persons outside the 
family unit. This can be achieved by examining the importance of size, 
fit, and comfort (intrinsic qualities) and brandname, store name, and 
price (extrinsic qualities) of clothing given as gifts to family members 
versus clothing given as gifts to those outside the family. 
That wives were more concerned than husbands with the recipient's 
well-being while husbands were more concerned than wives with impressing 
others signify differences between husbands and wives in the goals of 
gift giving. Future research could identify gift-giving motives of 
husbands and wives and the criteria that they use in selecting clothing 
or other gifts for family members. 
Although the two garment types used in this research elicited 
differing risk perceptions, no generalizations can be made about how 
givers' risk perception may differ by clothing type because sweatshirts 
and pants are only two of the countless clothing items that can be given 
as gifts. Nonetheless, the finding that pants were more risky than 
sweatshirts implies that clothing gifts possess attributes to which 
givers respond differentially. Future research may identify and compare 
the attributes of clothing items most frequently purchased as gifts 
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versus the least-frequently purchased clothing Items. This will assist 
retailers in selecting the appropriate garments for gift promotion. 
Mean responses to most affective items fell on the positive side of 
the 11-polnt certainty scale. In future research using affective 
statements, efforts should be made to Include more negative items. 
Depending upon the subject matter, items with controversial content may 
be included to elicit responses of varying direction and Intensity. 
The focus of this research was on the giver's perceptions. To fully 
understand the dynamics of gift giving, the recipients' perceptions need 
to be Identified. Results of this research gave some indications of what 
is important to givers, but whether the recipients feel the same way is 
not known. Future research may focus on the recipients' risk perceptions 
in receiving gifts of clothing or contrast givers' and recipient's 
perceptions. 
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GENERAL SUMMARY 
Gift giving is a phenomenon that touches the social, economic, and 
psychological dimensions of daily living. In a social context, gift 
giving initiates social interactions; the ongoing exchange of gifts forms 
social ties among members of society. Gift giving also impacts 
interpersonal relationships. The gift object may impose an identity upon 
the recipient; it may subordinate or intimidate the recipient if it is 
used to convey power or hostility to the recipient. 
When the social group is the family, adult family members may 
socialize children via gift giving. Generous giving from the old to the 
young can improve the level of living of young family members. Gift 
giving can be an avenue for family members to enact their roles as 
breadwinners or providers of services to the family. Family members may 
withold giving gifts to control behavior of other family members. Gift 
giving may also be used to introduce or discourage change in the family. 
Strong empirical evidence of husbands' and wives' roles in gift 
giving is scarce. However, research has shown that females purchase 
greater numbers of gifts but spend less on each of them than do males. 
In giving and receiving gifts, males and females show concern with the 
recipient's well-being. Furthermore, research on the roles of husbands 
and wives in household decision making implies that the type of decision 
and the stage of decision making affect the extent to which each spouse 
participates in the decision-making process. 
From a consumer behavior viewpoint, behaviors involved in purchasing 
gifts form a subset of the vast realm of behaviors related to consumption 
of goods and services. The conventional consumer behavior models that 
marketers use to examine gift giving are limited conceptually because the 
buyer and the user are seldom differentiated. In gift giving, the buyer 
and the ultimate user are not the same person. The extent to which the 
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recipient participates in the gift decision-making process has some 
influence on the buyer's deliberations. 
Several models of gift-giving behavior have been proposed by 
consumer behaviorists, but few have defined what a gift is. Whether 
something is thought of as a gift is affected by the relationship between 
the giver and the recipient, the presence of an occasion for gift giving, 
and how the gift object is acquired. 
A gift-giving decision is the outcome of a series of deliberations, 
beginning with recognizing the need to give a gift, followed by searching 
for an appropriate object, presenting it, and concluding with the 
experiences that accompany the consequences of the gift. 
The prepurchase stage includes the giver's deliberations prior to 
purchasing a gift object. The occasion, the gift object, the giver and 
the recipient, how much to spend, and where to look for information are 
some of the elements that impact the choice of a gift. Gift-giving 
research has shown that certain product attributes are seen as 
appropriate for certain gift occasions; that the experiences of males and 
females as givers and recipients of gifts are different; that price of a 
gift tends to be inversely related to kinship distance; and that the 
recipient is often involved in the gift decision making. 
Once a gift object is selected, givers seek out retail outlets that 
may carry the object they have in mind. Research has shown that the 
department store has been most frequented for gift purchases. Patronage 
of other types of stores depends upon how successful givers are in their 
first visits to a department store. 
Givers may have to travel some distance to find a gift. The costs 
associated with traveling may be reduced by using direct merchants. How 
givers pay for the gift may depend upon the price of the gift and whether 
the recipient is a family member, or whether they want the recipient to 
know the price of the gift. 
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When the recipient is presented with the gift, his or her reactions 
may include joy, indifference, or disappointment. These reactions may 
strengthen or weaken interpersonal relationships. Pilot studies 
preceding this research have shown that recipients of clothing gifts 
often knew what they were about to receive. Results of this research 
confirmed that surprise is in general not important when giving clothing 
gifts to family members. 
Upon receiving a gift, the recipient also has to deal with the 
consequences of owning the gift. The recipient may experience psychic or 
functional gain from a successful gift, while an unsuccessful gift may 
inflict costs on the recipient. 
As givers move through the stages of the gift-giving process, they 
may see possibilities of undesirable consequences in their choices of 
gifts. The uncertainty they feel about the outcome of their choices 
represents the economic concept of uncertainty. In consumer behavior, 
the concept of perceived risk comes closer to the definition of 
uncertainty. Perceived risk is recognized as an important element in 
consumer decision making; its role in gift giving, especially in cases 
where the distinction between routine purchases and purchase for gift 
giving is not clear, has been acknowledged by Belk (1976). 
Research has identified perceived social, pscyhological, economic, 
performance, physical, and time risks. These concepts have been applied 
in studies of clothing, yielding interesting evidence that fashion risk 
is part of economic, social, performance, and psychological risks; 
perceived social-psychological risks vary with the design of the garment 
and its stage in the fashion cycle. Males and females also differ in 
their perceptions of economic and social psychological risk for clothing 
for themselves versus the other sex. 
Two objectives were set for this research. The first was to exéunine 
the risks husbands and wives perceive in giving clothing gifts to each 
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other and to sons and daughters; the second was to examine whether 
spouses' risk perceptions differ according to the recipient, the type of 
garment, and the interactions between recipient and garment, and among 
spouse, recipient, and garment. The research instrument was developed by 
first eliciting expressions of risk from a group of students and then 
composing affective statements representing social, psychological, time, 
performance, and economic risks. To clarify the content of the 
statements, 20 couples responded to a preliminary instrument containing 
40 affective statements. Consequently, a number of statements were 
eliminated. The second trial entailed asking 15 males and 16 females to 
evaluate how well the surviving items represented various types of 
perceived risk. In addition, in the two trials, the researcher asked 
participants to list clothing items that were high or low risk as gifts. 
A total of 17 items survived the second trial. A pair of pants was 
chosen to represent a high-risk clothing gift while a sweatshirt 
represented a low-risk clothing gift. 
Final data were collected in the spring of 1990 from 103 husband-
wife couples in central Iowa. Each couple received two questionnaires, 
one for each spouse. Each questionnaire booklet contained affective 
statements repeated for the following combination of factors: 
Recipient - Spouse Son Daughter 
Garment - Sweatshirt Pants 
Questions about demographic background were also included. The response 
scale was an 11-point certainty scale. The responses were transformed to 
normalized ranks for data analysis. 
Because the correlation analysis showed that except for the two 
perceived time risk items, the remaining affective items did not 
correlate by the types of perceived risk as originally designated, 
results were discussed with and without using the original perceived risk 
classifications. 
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Because the hypotheses were formulated with the original classifi­
cations of perceived risk in mind, results of hypothesis testing were 
discussed by treating the items as representative of the various types of 
perceived risk for which they were intended. Husbands and wives did not 
differ in their perceptions of social risk. For no type of risk did 
perception differ by the type of clothing gift, whether the recipient was 
a spouse, son, or daughter, whether the child was of the same sex as the 
parent or the other sex. Interactions were evident in perceptions of 
psychological, social, performance, and time risks when spouses gave 
clothing gifts of differing levels of risk to each other, son, or 
daughter. 
To fulfil the first objective of this research, ANOVA was used to 
examine the main effects, disregarding the original classifications of 
perceived risk. The spouse main effect showed that wives placed greater 
importance than husbands did on risks pertaining to the garment, to the 
gift's effect on the recipient, and to the givers' further use of time on 
the gift. Husbands assigned greater importance than wives did to risks 
pertaining to how the recipient evaluated them, and to surprise. 
The recipient main effect showed that regardless of the child's 
gender, givers assigned importance to perceived risks pertaining to 
future demand on money resources, the gift's suitability for the child's 
age, the child's honesty about whether he or she likes the gift, and 
unequal treatment in gift giving. The perceived risks pertaining to 
classic style, the recipient wearing the gift when the giver and the 
recipient go someplace together, and the recipient's honesty about 
whether he or she likes the gift when giving to sons and greater 
importance to risk of store image were less important to givers when 
giving to daughters. Pants were more risky than sweatshirts, which 
confirms the observations from the trial phases that pants were 
considered a high-risk gift. 
136 
To fulfil the second objective, interaction effects were examined. 
The spouse by recipient interactions consistently showed that risks 
pertaining to the recipient's self-esteem, the store image, and surprise 
were more important when the recipient was a female than when the 
recipient was a male. 
The spouse by garment interactions showed that wives placed greater 
importance on some risks when giving pants than when giving sweatshirts. 
Further, all the perceived risks that were important to wives related to 
how they felt about the recipient's reactions to the gift. 
The recipient by garment interaction showed that when giving to 
spouses, risks pertaining to the classic style of the garment, the 
recipient feeling good about himself or herself, and the recipient's 
knowledge of where the gift was bought were highest for pants but lowest 
for sweatshirts. 
Also, even though pants were risky, they elicited varying levels of 
some types of perceived risk depending upon the recipient. It seems that 
even though the garment may be risky, the recipient may be an intervening 
factor that either amplifies or reduces some types of perceived risk. 
The three-way interactions further reinforced this point because they 
showed that even though sweatshirts were considered low risk, givers 
placed varying degrees of importance to some types of perceived risk 
depending upon the recipient. 
Results of this research indicate that the importance of various 
types of perceived risk in gift giving may be influenced by the givers' 
gender, the perceived demands on their resources in the gift-giving 
process, the attributes of the gift object and how well it suits the 
recipient's gender, age, and social activities. Giving gifts of equal 
money value to all recipients, store image, and effort did not seem to be 
important in family gift giving. This suggests that certain perceived 
risks may be more important in gift giving to persons outside the family 
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than to family members. The pilot study preceding this research suggests 
that family members frequently exchange information about gift 
preferences. This may reduce the importance of treating all family 
members equally because the satisfactory gifts are known. 
This research has implications for various professions. Because 
husbands and wives assigned importance to different aspects of gift 
giving, retailers may consider developing separate marketing strategies 
for the male and female purchasers of gifts. Through this research, 
educators and researchers in the socio-psychological area of clothing may 
gain insight into decision making in situations where a person purchases 
clothing for another person's consumption. Family counselors may be able 
to use findings from this research to advise families about managing gift 
expenditures. 
Results of this research also brought out several issues. The 
outcome of this research might have been affected by the way perceived 
risk was measured because the instrument measured the importance rather 
than the magnitude of various types of perceived risk. The original 
classifications of perceived risk perhaps do not apply to gift-giving 
situations where the buyer is not the ultimate user. Despite the wives' 
experience with clothing gifts, wives placed more importance on more 
types of perceived risk than husbands did. This suggests that 
information and experience transform uncertainty, an economic concept 
that is equivalent to perceived risk, to economic risk by enabling the 
buyer to estimate the outcome of his or her decision. 
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of Science and Technology Ames. Iowa 50011-1120 
College of Family and Consumer Sciences 
Department of Textiles and Clothing 
140 LeBaron Hall 
Telephone: 515-294-2628 
515-294-2695 
June 30, 1989 
Dear Participants, 
Thank you for participating in my research, which is on 
how husbands and wives feel about buying clothing gifts for family 
members. The questionnaire that you are about to tackle is at its 
testing stage. The final data collection is scheduled for the fall. 
The purpose of this exercise is to help me find out how 
well the questions work and to identify any problems respondents may 
encounter in responding to the questions. Your responses and comments 
will be equally valuable in improving the content of the questionnaire. 
Enclosed are two sets of questionnaire - the white one is 
for the wife and the green set is for the husband. Please follow 
the instructions. Return both sets to me in the addressed, stamped 
envelope. Meanwhile, if you have any questions, I can be reached 
at 292-2316. 
Your help is greatly appreciated. 
Sincerely Yours, 
Lena Home 
Graduate Student 
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3)ease Z:3CL5 :re rumoe^ -.nai aest aescrices row /ou -eel aoout eacn of the following statements. 
-5 -4 -3 -2 -1 0 -1 *2 <-3 *a -5 
VEav CÎ^TAISJ UNCERTilN VERY CERTAIN 
I DISiGREE I AGREE 
101 . (U) (A) 
If I was to give a sweater to my daughter as a gift, it would be very important to me that: 
0 U 
1. Her friends wear similar styles. 
-5 -4 -3 -2 - 1 0 4. 1 *2 •3 4-4 4-5 
2. It IS tn sty le. 
-5 -4 -3 -2 - 1 0 * 1 *2 + 3 + 4 4-5 
3. Sne can wear it to places she goes. -5 -4 -3 -2 - 1 0 * 1 •^ 2 *3 4-4 4-5 
4. She can wear it for the kinds of things she does. -5 -4 
-3 -2 - 1 0 4-1 *2 4-3 *4 4-5 
5. It is 3 classic style. 
-5 -4 -3 -2 -• t 0 + 1 *2 +3 4-4 4-5 
6. The sweater looks good on her. -5 -4 
-3 -2 -• 1 0 >1 •*•2 4-3 4-4 4-5 
7. It is something she wouldn't buy for herself. -5 -4 -3 -2 -• 1 0 + 1 *2 4-3 4-4 +5 
8. It is a surprise for her. -5 -4 -3 -2 • • 1 0 4-1 *•2 4-3 • 4 4-5 
9. She would feel good about herself when she wears it. -5 -4 
-3 -2 -• 1 0 +- 1 *3 4-4 *5 
to. She likes the sweater. -5 -4 
-3 -2 • -1 0 1 *•2 *3 4-4 •5 
11. Î t suits ner age. -5 -4 -3 -2 -1 0 + 1 + 2 4-3 4-4 + 5 
12- She knows where I bought It. -5 -4 
-3 -2 -1 0 *\ + 2 4-3 *4 +5 
13. It is a brand she would buy for herself. -5 -4 -3 -2 -1 0 >1 *2 4-3 4-4 + 5 
14. She would tell me honestly If she really likes it. -5 -4 
-3 -2 -1 0 + 1 *2 4-3 4-4 4-5 
15. The sweater shows that I know what she likes. -5 -4 
-3 -2 -1 0 4-1 +2 4-3 4-4 4-5 
16. She would want to wear It when we go someplace together. -5 -4 
-3 -2 -1 0 + 1 + 2 4-3 4-4 4-5 
17. It is something I would like to see her wear frequently. -5 -4 
-3 -2 -1 0 + 1 +2 4-3 4-4 4-5 
18. She doesn't think the sweater is too personal a gift. -5 -4 
-3 -2 -1 0 + 1 +2 +3 -*-4 4-5 
19. She knows I spent a lot of time looking for It. 5 -4 
-3 -2 -1 0 + 1 +2 4-3 +4 4-5 
20. It fits her wel1. -5 -4 -3 -2 -1 0 + 1 +2 4-3 4-4 +5 
21. It will look good after It's been washed or cleaned. -5 -4 -3 -2 -1 0 + 1 +2 4-3 +4 4-5 
22. It is of good quality. -5 -4 -3 -2 -1 0 *1 +2 4-3 4-4  *"5 
23. It is comfortable for her. -5 -4 
-3 -2 -1 0 + 1 +2 4-3 +4 4-5 
24. The sweater has care labels. 5 -4 
-3 -2 -1 0 + 1 +2 4-3 4-4  4-5 
25. It wears wel1. 5 4 -3 -2 -1 0 + 1 +2 4-3 4-4 4-5 
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-5 -4 -3 -2 -i 0 *1 
VERY CERTAIN UNCERTAIN 
I DISAGREE 
(D) (U) 
+2 +3 •4 +5 
VERY 
I 
CERTAIN 
AGREE 
(A) 
D U A 
26. It goes with oth#r clothes she has. 
-5 -4 
-3 -2 -1 0 + 1 * 2  + 3 *4 +5 
27. She would wear it often. 
-5 -4 -3 -2 -1 0 • 1 +2 + 3 +4 +5 
26. It Is washable. 
-5 -4 -3 -2 -1 0 • 1 +2 + 3 +4 *5 
29. It Is easy to care for. 
-5 -4 -3 -2 -1 0 *1 +2 + 3 *4 + 5 
30. It does not cost too much to clean. 
-5 -4 -3 -2 -1 0 *1 + 2 + 3 *4 *5 
31 . She would not think I spent too much or too little on it. -5 -4 -3 -2 -1 0 * 1 + 2 * 2  4-4 *5 
32. It can bo exchanged or returned. 5 -4 -3 -2 -1 0 • 1 +2 + 4 + 5 
33. The sweater Is of high quality, even If It costs a lot. -5 -4 -3 -2 -1 0 * 1 * 2  * 3  •4 •5 
34. It's more expensive than the sweaters she would 
buy for herself. 
-5 -4 -3 -2 -1 0 •r 1 * 2  •^3 •  4 •5 
35. She thinks I spent about the same amount of money on the 
sweater as I did on other family members' gifts. 
-5 -4 -3 -2 - 1 0 * 1 -2 *4  5 
36. She does not have to spend money on other things 
to wear with it. 
-5 -d -3 -2 -1 0 * 1 *2 *3 •4  *5 
37 . I spend time looking for the right sweater. -5 -4 -3 -2 -1 0 * 1 * 2  •^3 •4  •5 
38. She does not have to spend a lot of time caring for it. -5 -4  -3 -2 - 1 0 + 2 •3 -4  •^5 
39 . She does not have to spend a lot of time 
looking for other clothing to go with it. -5 -4 -3 -2 -1 0 -1 - 2  •^3 - •4  •5 
40. She knows I bought It from a store that sells 
expensive merchandise. 
-5 -4 -3 -2 -1 0 * 1 +2 •3 •  4 •5 
Please list one or two clothing Items that you consider risky and not very risky to give 
as gifts to mefflbers of your family. Do not include small items such as hats, gloves, 
scarves, ties, or socks. 
NOT VERY RISKY RISKY 
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Answers to the following questions are needed to help me analyze the results. 
1. Please urite in tne spaces :he numeer of cnilaren /ou have in eacn of tna following groups: 
0 - 5  6 - 1 1  1 2 - 1 7  1 8  y e a r s  
years years years & older 
OAUGHTERS 
SONS 
2. Please write tne numoer cf cnilaren in your family who fit the aescription under each column; 
Live at Home at Least Live Away 
3 Months of the Year From Home 
DAUGHTERS 
SONS 
3 Check the numoer of CLOTHING gifts you've Bought for your huSDana ana chiloren in 
tne past '2 months. 
1 - S 
6 - 10 
11 - IS 
18 - 20 
21 or more 
J. Please check your age: 
29 and under 
30 - «4 
45 - 59 
60 and over 
5. Please check the highest level of ecucation you have attatnea: 
some grade school 
completed grade school 
some high school 
completed high school 
some CO11ege 
completed college 
completed graduate study 
completed vocational training 
Rent your house or apartment 
Own your house or apartment 
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•=ur sex: 
Male 
Female 
Are you employea; 
Full-time (35 or more hours per week) 
Part-time (fever than 3S hours per week) 
Not employed at present. 
'.f you are not employee, you have completea the questionnaire. 
What ooes this company or organization ycu work for make or do? 
Please Briefly aescribe what YOU co In your work. 
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January 17, 1990 
Dear , 
I am conducting research in the departments of Textiles and Clothing and Family 
Environment. I would like to ask your cooperation in developing an instrument that 
will eventually be Included in a study on clothing gifts In families. 
If you consent to participate, you will be asked to 1) evaluate riskiness of 
several clothing items as gifts, and 2} assess content of 32 Items on perceived 
risks. This will be a pencil-and-paper task that will take about 30 minutes to 
complete. Your responses will remain anonymous. 
If you are willing to participate, please fill out the bottom portion of this 
letter and return it to my campus mailbox in 153 LeBaron Hall as soon as possible. 
I will contact you later to give you the questionnaire. 
Thank you and I hope to hear from you soon. 
Sincerely Yours, 
Lena Home 
To: Lena Home 153 LeBaron Hall 
Re: Gift Research 
Yes, I would be willing to participate. 
Your name: Your phone at work: 
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1 
Please evaluate the riskiness of each of the following clothing items as gifts 
for family members. Circle the number that best describes your assessment. 
1. Hats or caps 
2. Sweatshirts 
3. Slippers 
4. Pants 
5. Winter Coats (Not Fur) 
6. Sleepwear 
7. Scarves 
8. T-Shirts 
9. Underwear 
10. Socks 
11. Sweaters 
12. Gloves 
Very Risky 
For Family 
Members 
5 
5 
5 
5 
5 
5 
5 
5 
5 
5 
5 
5 
Not Risky 
13. Bathrobes 5 
14. Dress Shirts (Men and Boys) 5 
15. Sportshirts (Men and Boys) 5 
16. Blouses (Women and Girls) 5 
17. Sportshirts (Women and Girls) 5 
4 
4 
4 
4 
4 
4 
4 
4 
4 
3 
3 
3 
3 
3 
3 
3 
3 
3 
3 
3 
3 
3 
3 
3 
3 
3 
At A 
Family 
2 
2 
2 
2 
2 
2 
2 
2 
2 
2 
2 
2 
2 
2 
2 
2 
2 
For 
lembers 
PLEASE GO ON TO PAGE 2 
Plans* circle the number that best describes your assessment of how well each of the following items 
reflects ECONOMIC RISK of giving clothing gifts to family members. 
ECONOMIC RISK IS THE RISK THAT THE QIVER MAY LOSE MONEY OR THE CLOTHING GIFT 
MAY REQUIRE THE RECIPIENT TO SPEND MONEY LATER. 
Reflects 
Economic 
Risk 
Very Well 
Does Not 
Ref1ect 
Economic 
Risk 
At All 
1. The gift is more expensive than what the 
recipient would choose for himself/herself. S 4 3 2 
2. The gift will last a long time. 5 4 3 2 
3. The gift is easy to care for. 5 4 3 2 
4. The recipient knows I spent a lot of time looking for the gift. 5 4 3 2 
5. The gift suits the recipient's age. 5 4 3 2 
6. Size is not a problem. 5 4 3 2 
7. The recipient's friends wear similar styles. 5 4 3 2 
8. The gift is the kind that I would like to see the recipient wear often. 5 4 3 2 
ui 
ui 
9. The recipient would feel good about himself/herself 
when he/she wears the gift. 
10. The gift is not too personal. 
11. The recipient would tell me honestly if he/she really likes the gift. 
12. The gift Is of a classic style. 
13. The recipient knows where 1 bought the gift. 5 4 3 2 
14. The gift Is of the latest style. 5 4 3 2 
15. The recipient would want to wear the gift 
when we go someplace together. 5 4 3 2 
18. The gift will look good after It's been washed or cleaned. 5 4 3 2 
17. The recipient knows that I bought the 
gift from a store that sells exclusive merchandise. 5 4 3 2 
IB. The gift shews that I know what the recipient likes. 5 4 3 2 
19. The gift is worth the price. 5 4 3 2 

1 10. The gift Is not too personal. 
11. The recipient would tell me honestly If he/she really likes the gift. 
12. The gift is of a classic style. 
13. The recipient knows where I bought the gift. 
14. The gift is of the latest style. 
15. The recipient would want to wear the gift 
when we go someplace together. 
16. The gift will look good after it's been washed or cleaned. 
17. The recipient knows that I bought the 
gift from a store that sells exclusive merchandise. 
18. The gift shows that I know what the recipient likes. 
19. The gift is worth the price. 
20. The recipient does not have to spend money on 
other things to wear with the gift. 
21. The gift is a surprise for the recipient. 
22. The recipient does not have to spend additional time on the gift later. 
23. The gift can be exchanged or returned. 
24. The recipient wouldn't think I spent too much 
or too little money on the gift. 
25. The gift goes with other clothes the recipient has. 
28. The recipient thinks I spent about the same amount of money on 
his/her gift as I did on other family members' gifts. 
27. The recipient would wear the gift often. 
28. The gift is something the recipient wouldn't choose for himself/herself. 
29. I won't have to spend any extra time on the gift later. 
30. The recipient would choose the same brand for himself/herself. 
31. The gift does not cost too much to clean. 
32. The gift comes with care labels. 
5 4 3 2 
5 <4 3 2 
5 4 3 2 
5 4 3 2 
5 4 3 2 
5  4  3 . 2  
5 4 3 2 
5 4 3 2 
5 4 3 2 
5 4 3 2 
5 4 3 2 
5 4 3 2 
5 4 3 2 
5 4 3 2 
5 4 3 2 
5 4 3 2 
5 4 3 2 
5 4 3 2 
5 4 3 2 
5 4 3 2 
5 4 3 2 
5 4 3 2 
5 4 3 2 
5 4 3 2 
PLEASE GO ON TO PAGE 

18. Th« gift will look good after It's been washed or cleaned. 5 4 3 2 
17. The recipient knows that I bought the 
gift from a store that sells exclusive merchandise. 5 4 3 2 
18. The gift shows that I know what the recipient likes. 5 4 3 2 
18. The gift is worth the price. 5 4 3 2 
20. The recipient does not have to spend money on 
other things to wear with the gift. 5 4 3 2 
21. The gift is a surprise for the recipient. 5 4 3 2 
22. The recipient does not have to spend additional time on the gift later. 5 4 3 2 
23. The gift can be exchanged or returned. 5 4 3 2 
24. The recipient wouldn't think I spent too much 
or too little money on the gift. 5 4 3 2 
25. The gift goes with other clothes the recipient has. 5 4 3 2 
26. The recipient thinks I spent about the same amount of money on 
his/her gift as I did on other family members' gifts. 5 4 3 2 
27. The recipient would wear the gift often. 5 4 3 2 
28. The gift is something the recipient wouldn't choose for himself/herself. 5 4 3 2 
29. I won't have to spend any extra time on the gift later. 5 4 3 2 
30. The recipient would choose the same brand for himself/herself. 5 4 3 2 
31. The gift does not cost too much to clean. 5 4 3 2 
32. The gift comes with care labels. 5 4 3 2 
PLEASE GO ON TO PAGE 

Please circle the number that best describes your assessment of how well each of the following Items 
reflects SOCIAL RISK of giving clothing gifts to family members. 
SOCIAL RISK IS THE RISK THAT A CLOTHING GIFT CHOICE MAY AFFECT 
THE WAY THE RECIPIENT'S FRIENDS THINK OF HIM OR HER. 
RefIects 
Social Risk 
Very Well 
Does Not 
Reflect 
Social Risk 
At All 
1. The gift Is more expensive than what the 
recipient would choose for himself/herself. S 
2. The gift will last a long time. 5 
3. The gift Is easy to care for. 5 
4. The recipient knows I spent a lot of time looking for the gift. 5 
5. The gift suits the recipient's age. 5 
8. Size Is not a problem. 5 
7. The recipient's friends wear similar styles. S 
8. The gift is the kind that I would like to see the recipient wear often. S 
9. The recipient would feel good about himself/herself 
when he/she wears the gift. 5 
10. The gift is not too personal. 5 
11. The recipient would tell me honestly if he/she really likes the gift. 5 
12. The gift Is of a classic style. 5 
13. The recipient knows where I bought the gift. 5 
14. The gift is of the latest style. 5 
15. The recipient would want to wear the gift 
when we go someplace together. 5 
16. The gift will look good after it's been washed or cleaned. 5 
17. The recipient knows that I bought the 
gift from a store that sells exclusive merchandise. 5 
18. The gift shows that I know what the recipient likes. 5 
19. The gift Is worth the price. 
3 
3 
3 
3 
3 
3 
3 
3 
3 
3 
3 
3 
3 
3 
3 
3 
3 
3 
2 
2 
2 
2 
2 
2 
2 
2 
in 
a\ 

9. Th# recipient would feel good about himself/herself 
when he/she wears the gift. 5 4 3 2 
10. The gift Is not too personal. 5 4 3 2 
11. The recipient would tell me honestly If he/she really likes the gift. 5 4 3 2 
12. The gl^t Is of a classic style. 5 4 3 2 
13. The recipient knows where I bought the gift. 5 4 3 2 
14. The gift Is of the latest style. 5 4 3 2 
15. The recipient would want to wear the gift 
when we go someplace together. 5 4 3 2 
16. The gift will look good after it's been washed or cleaned. 5 4 3 2 
17. The recipient knows that I bought the 
gift from a store that sells exclusive merchandise. 5 4 3 2 
18. The gift shows that I know what the recipient likes. 5 4 3 2 
19. The gift Is worth the price. 5 4 3 2 
20. The recipient does not have to spend money on 
other things to wear with the gift. 5 4 3 2 
21. The gift Is a surprise for the recipient. 5 4 3 2 
22. The recipient does not have to spend additional time on the gift later. 5 4 3 2 
23. The gift can be exchanged or returned. 5 4 3 2 
24. The recipient wouldn't think I spent too much 
or too little money on the gift. 5 4 3 2 
25. The gift goes with other clothes the recipient has 5 4 3 2 
26. The recipient thinks I spent about the same amount of money on 
his/her gift as I did on other family members' gifts. 5 4 3 2 
27. The recipient would wear the gift often. 5 4 3 2 
28. The gift is something the recipient wouldn't choose for himself/herself. 5 4 3 2 
29. I won't have to spend any extra time on the gift later. 5 4 3 2 
30. The recipient would choose the same brand for himself/herself. 5 4 3 2 
31. The gift does not cost too much to clean. 5 4 3 2 
32. The gift comes with care labels. 5 4 3 2 
PLEASE GO ON TO PAGE 

13. The recipient knows where I bought the gift. 5 4 3 2 
14. The gift Is of the latest style. 5 4 3 2 
15. The recipient would want to wear the gift 
when we go someplace together. 5 4 3 2 
18. The gift will look good after It's been washed or cleaned. 5 4 3 2 
17. The recipient knows that I bought the 
gift from a store that sells exclusive merchandise. 5 4 3 2 
18. The gift shows that I know what the recipient likes. 5 4 3 2 
19. The gift Is worth the price. 5 4 3 2 
20. The recipient does not have to spend money on 
other things to wear with the gift. 5 4 3 2 
21. The gift Is a surprise for the recipient. 5 4 3 2 
22. The recipient does not have to spend additional time on the gift later. 5 4 3 2 
23. The gift can be exchanged or returned. 5 4 3 2 
24. The recipient wouldn't think I spent too much 
or too little money on the gift. 5 4 3 2 
25. The gift goes with other clothes the recipient has 5 4 3.2 
28. The recipient thinks I spent about the same amount of money on 
his/her gift as I did on other family members' gifts. 5 4 3 2 
27. The recipient would wear the gift often. 5 4 3 2 
28. The gift is something the recipient wouldn't choose for himself/herself. 5 4 3 2 
29. I won't have to spend any extra time on the gift later. 5 4 3 2 
30. The recipient would choose the same brand for himself/herself. 5 4 3 2 
31. The gift does not cost too much to clean. 5 4 3 2 
32. The gift comes with care labels. 5 4 3 2 
PLEASE GO ON TO PAGE 

Pleas* circle the number that best describes your assessment of how well each of the following Items 
reflects TIME RISK of giving clothing gifts to family members. 
TIME RISK IS THE RISK THAT THE CLOTHING GIFT MAY REQUIRE THE GIVER OR THE RECIPIENT TO SPEND TIME ON IT. 
Ref1ects 
Time Risk 
Very Wei 1 
Does Not 
Reflect 
Time Risk 
At All 
1. The recipient knows that I bought the 
gift from a store that sells exclusive merchandise. 5 
2. The gift is easy to care for. 5 
3. The gift can be exchanged or returned. 5 
4. The recipient would tell me honestly if he/she really likes the gift. 5 
5. The gift will look good after it's been washed or cleaned. 5 
6. The recipient's friends wear similar styles. 5 
7. The recipient thinks I spent about the same amount of money on 
his/her gift as I did on other family members' gifts. S 
8. The recipient would want to wear the gift 
when we go someplace together. 5 
9. The recipient knows where I bought the gift. 5 
10. The gift does not cost too much to clean. 5 
11. The gift will last a long time. 5 
12. The recipient would feel good about himself/herself 
when he/she wears the gift. 5 
13. The gift is of the latest style. 5 
14. The recipient does not have to spend money on 
other things to wear with the gift. S 
15. The gift comes with care labels. 5 
16. Size is not a problem. 5 
3 
3 
3 
3 
3 
3 
3 
3 
3 
3 
3 
2 
2 
2 
2 
2 
2 
2 
2 
2 
2 
2 
17. The recipient wouldn't think I spent too much 
or too little money on the gift. 5 4 3 2 1 

9. The recipient knows wiiere I bought the gift. 5 4 3 
10. The gift does not cost too much to clean. 5 4 3 
11. The gift will last a long time. 5 4 3 
12. The recipient would feel good about himself/herself 
when he/she wears the gift. 5 4 3 
13. The gift is of the latest style. 5 4 3 
14. The recipient does not have to spend money on 
other things to wear with the gift. 5 4 3 
15. The gift comes with care labels. 5 4 3 
18. Size is not a problem. 5 4 3 
17. The recipient wouldn't think I spent too much 
or too little money on the gift. 5 4 3 
18. The recipient would choose the same brand for himself/herself. 5 4 3 
19. The gift is not too personal. 5 4 3 
20. The recipient does not have to spend additional time on the gift later. 5 4 3 
21. The gift is worth the price. 5 4 3 
22. The gift is something the recipient wouldn't choose for himself/herself. 5 4 3 
23. The gift is the kind that I would like to see the recipient wear often. 5 4 3 
24. The gift goes with other clothes the recipient has. 5 4 3 
28. The gift is more expensive than what the 
recipient would choose for himself/herself. 5 4 3 
26. The gift is a surprise for the recipient. 543 
27. 1 won't have to spend any extra time on the gift later. 5 4 3 
28. The recipient would wear the gift often. 5 4 3 
29. The gift is of a classic style. 5 4 3 
30. The recipient knows I spent a lot of time looking for the gift. 543 
31. The gift suits the recipient's age. 5 4 3 
32. The gift shows that I know what the recipient likes. 5 4 3 

13. Th# gift is of th# latest style. 
14. The recipient does not have to spend money on 
other things to wear with the gift. 
15. The gift comes with care labels. 
16. Size is not a problem. 
S 
5 
5 
4 
4 
4 
3 
3 
3 
2 
2 
2 
17. The recipient wouldn't think I spent too much 
or too little money on the gift. 5 
18. The recipient would choose the same brand for himself/herself. 5 
19. The gift is not too personal. S 
20. The recipient does not have to spend additional time on the gift later. 5 
4 
4 
4 
4 
3 
3 
3 
3 
2 
2 
2 
2 
21. The gift Is worth the price. 5 
22. The gift Is something the recipient wouldn't choose for himself/herself. 5 
23. The gift is the kind that I would like to see the recipient wear often. S 
24. The gift goes with other clothes the recipient has. 5 
4 
4 
4 
4 
3 
3 
3 
3 
25. The gift is more expensive than what the 
recipient would choose for himself/herself. 
28. The gift is a surprise for the recipient. 
27. I won't have to spend any extra time on the gift later. 
28. The recipient would wear the gift often. 
5 
S 
5 
S 
4 
4 
4 
4 
3 
3 
3 
3 
2 
2 
2 
2 
29. The gift is of a classic style. 
30. The recipient knows I spent a lot of time looking for the gift. 
31. The gift suits the recipient's age. 
32. The gift shows that I know what the recipient likes. 
5 
5 
S 
5 
4 
4 
4 
4 
3 
3 
3 
3 
PLEASE GO ON TO PAGE 

PIems# circle the number that best describes your assessment of how well each of the following Items 
reflects PSYCHOLOGICAL RISK of giving clothing gifts to family members. 
PSYCHOLOGICAL RISK IS THE RISK THAT THE CLOTHING GIFT MAY AFFECT 
THE WAY THE RECIPIENT THINKS OF HIMSELF OR HERSELF. 
Ref1ects 
Psychological 
Risk 
Very Well 
Does Not 
Ref1ect 
Psychological 
Risk 
At All 
recipient would choose for himself/herself. 5 3 2 1 
2. The gift will last a long time. S 4 3 2 1 
3. The gift Is easy to care for. 5 4 3 2 1 
H* 
4. The recipient knows I spent a lot of time looking for the gift. 5 4 3 2 1 m 00 
5. The gift suits the recipient's age. 5 4 3 2 1 
6. Size is not a problem. 5 4 3 2 1 . 
7. The recipient's friends wear similar styles. 5 4 3 2 1 
S. The gift is the kind that I would like to see the recipient wear often. 5 4 3 2 1 
9. The recipient would feel good about himself/herself 
when he/she wears the gift. 5 4 3 2 1 
10 The gift is not too personal. 5 4 3 2 1 
11 The recipient would tell me honestly if he/she really likes the gift. 5 4 3 2 1 ' 
12 The gift Is of a classic style. 5 4 3 2 1 1 
13 The recipient knows where I bought the gift. 5 • 4 3 2 1 
14 The gift is of the latest style. 5 4 3 2 1 
IS The recipient would want to wear the gift 
when we go someplace together. 5 4 3 2 1 
18 The gift will look good after It's been washed or cleaned. S 4 3 2 1 
17 The recipient knows that I bought the 
gift from a store that sells exclusive merchandise. 5 4 3 2 1 
18 The gift shows that I know what the recipient likes. S 4 3 2 1 
19 The gift is worth the price. 

8. Th# gift is the kind that I would like to see the recipient wear often. 5 
9. The recipient would feel good about himself/herself 
when he/she wears the gift. 
10. The gift is not too personal. 
11. The recipient would tell me honestly if he/she really likes the gift. 
12. The gift is of a classic style. 
13. The recipient knows where I bought the gift. 
14. The gift is of the latest style. 
15. The recipient would want to wear the gift 
when we go someplace together. 
10. The gift will look good after It's been washed or cleaned. 
17. The recipient knows that I bought the 
gift from a store that sells exclusive merchandise. 5 
18. The gift shows that I know what the recipient likes. S 
19. The gift is worth the price. 5 
20. The recipient does not have to spend money on 
other things to wear with the gift. S 
21. The gift is a surprise for the recipient. S 
22. The recipient does not have to spend additional time on the gift later. 5 
23. The gift can be exchanged or returned. 5 
24. The recipient wouldn't think I spent too much 
or too little money on the gift. S 
25. The gift goes with other clothes the recipient has. s 
26. The recipient thinks I spent about the same amount of money on 
his/her gift as I did on other family members' gifts. s 
27. The recipient would wear the gift often. 5 
28. The gift is something the recipient wouldn't choose for himself/herself. 5 
29. I won't have to spend any extra time on the gift later. 5 
30. The recipient would choose the same brand for himself/herself. 5 
31 The gift does not cost too much to clean. 5 
32. The gift comes with care labels. g 
5 
5 
5 
5 
5 
5 
5 
5 

15. Th* recipient would want to wear the gift 
when we go someplace together. 
10. The gift win look good after It's been washed or cleaned. 
17. The recipient knows that 1 bought the 
gift from a store that sells exclusive merchandise. 
18. The gift shows that 1 know what the recipient likes. 
19. The gift is worth the price. 
20. The recipient does not have to spend money on 
other things to wear with the gift. 
21. The gift Is a surprise for the recipient. 
22. The recipient does not have to spend additional time on the gift later. 
23. The gift can be exchanged or returned. 
24. The recipient wouldn't think I spent too much 
or too little money on the gift. 
25. The gift goes with other clothes the recipient has. 
26. The recipient thinks I spent about the same amount of money on 
his/her gift as I did on other family members' gifts. 
27. The recipient would wear the gift often. 
28. The gift is something the recipient wouldn't choose for himself/herself. 
29. I won't have to spend any extra time on the gift later. 
30. The recipient would choose the same brand for himself/herself. 
31. The gift does not cost too much to clean. 
32. The gift comes with care labels. 

Plaas* circle the number that best describes your assessment of how well 
reflects PERFORMANCE RISK of giving clothing gifts to family members. 
each of the following 1 terns 
PERFORMANCE RISK IS THE RISK THAT THE CLOTHING GIFT DOES NOT FUNCTION AS INTENDED. 
Ref1ects 
Performance 
Risk 
Very Wei 1 
Does Not 
Reflect 
Performance 
Risk 
At All 
1. The recipient knows that I bought the 
gift from a store that sells exclusive merchandise. 5 4 3 2 1 
2. The gift is easy to care for. S 4 3 2 1 
M 
3. The gift can be exchanged or returned. 5 4 3 2 1 U1 
4. The recipient would tell me honestly If he/she really likes the gift. 5 4 3 2 1 
S. The gift will look good after it's been washed or cleaned. 5 4 3 2 1 
8. The recipient's friends wear similar styles. 5 4 3 2 1 
, 
7. The recipient thinks I spent about the same amount of money on 
his/her gift as I did on other family members' gifts. 5 4 3 2 1 ' i 
8. The recipient would want to wear tiie gift 
when we go someplace together. 5 4 3 2 1 
9. The recipient knows where I bought the gift. 5 4 3 2 1 
10. The gift does not cost too much to clean. 5 4 3 2 1 
11. The gift will last a long time. 5 4 3 2 1 
12. The recipient would feel good about himself/herself 
when he/she wears the gift. 5 4 3 2 1 
13. The gift is of the latest style. 5 4 3 2 1 
14. The recipient does not have to spend money on 
other things to wear with the gift. 5 4 3 2 1 
15. The gift comes with care labels. 5 4 3 2 1 
18. Size is not a problem. 5 4 3 2 1 
17. The recipient wouldn't think I spent too much 
or too little money on the gift. 5 4 3 2 1 
18. The recipient would choose the same brand for himself/herself. 5 4 3 2 1 

«ran-wgnmapner-ngvcnir: 5 4 3 2 1 
9. The recipient knows where I bought the gift. 
10. The gift does not cost too much to clean. 
11. The gift will last a long time. 
12. The recipient would feel good about himself/herself 
when he/she wears the gift. 
5 
5 
5 
2 
2 
2 
13. The gift Is of the latest style. 
14. The recipient does not have to spend money on 
other things to wear with the gift. 
15. The gift comes with care labels. 
18. Size Is not a problem. 
5 
5 
5 
2 
2 
2 
17. The recipient wouldn't think I spent too much 
or too little money on the gift. 5 
18. The recipient would choose the same brand for himself/herself. 5 
19. The gift Is not too personal. S 
20. The recipient does not have to spend additional time on the gift later. 5 
21. The gift Is worth the price. 5 
22. The gift Is something the recipient wouldn't choose for himself/herself. S 
23. The gift Is the kind that I would like to see the recipient wear often. 5 
24. The gift goes with other clothes the recipient has. 5 
3 
3 
3 
3 
25. The gift Is more expensive than what the 
recipient would choose for himself/herself. 
26. The gift Is a surprise for the recipient. 
27. I won't have to spend any extra time on the gift later. 
28. The recipient would wear the gift often. 
5 
5 
S 
S 
3 
3 
3 
3 
29. The gift is of a classic style. 
30. The recipient knows I spent a lot of time looking for the gift. 
31. The gift suits the recipient's age. 
32. The gift shows that I know what the recipient likes. 
S 
5 
5 
5 

13. Th# gift Is of the latest style. 
14. The recipient does not have to spend money on 
other things to wear with the gift. 
15. The gift comes with care labels. 
16. Size Is not a problem. 
17. The recipient wouldn't think I spent too much 
or too little money on the gift. 
18. The recipient would choose the same brand for himself/herself. 
19. The gift Is not too personal. 
20. The recipient does not have to spend additional time on the gift later. 
21. The gift Is worth the price. 
22. The gift Is something the recipient wouldn't choose for himself/herself 
23. The gift is the kind that I would like to see the recipient wear often. 
24. The gift goes with other clothes the recipient has. 
25. The gift is more expensive than what the 
recipient would choose for himself/herself. 
26. The gift is a surprise for the recipient. 
27. I won't have to spend any extra time on the gift later. 
28. The recipient would wear the gift often. 
29. The gift is of a classic style. 
30. The recipient knows I spent a lot of time looking for the gift. 
31. The gift suits the recipient's age. 
32. The gift shows that I know what the recipient likes. 
5 4 3 2 
5 4 3 2 
5 4 3 2 
5 4 3 2 
5 4 3 2 
5 4 3 2 
5 4 3 2 
5 4 3 2 
5 4 3 2 
5 4 3 2 
5 4 3 2 
5 4 3 2 
5 4 3 2 
5 4 3 2 
5 4 3 2 
5 4 3 2 
5 4 3 2 
5 4 3 2 
5 4 3 2 
5 4 3 2 
PLEASE GO ON TO PAGE 

160 
7 
Background Information 
Some information about yourself would be helpful in interpreting the results. 
Please respond to the following: 
1. Your sex: 
Male 
Female 
2. Your age: 
29 or under 
3 0 - 4 4  
45 - 59 
60 or over 
3. Please describe what you do in your work. 
4. What does the organization or company you work for make or do? 
PLEASE RETURN THE QUESTIONNAIRE TO; 
LENA HORNE 
153 LEBARON HALL 
VIA CAMPUS MAIL 
161 
APPENDIX C 
FINAL INSTRUMENT: 
WIFE'S QUESTIONNAIRE, HUSBAND'S QUESTIONNAIRE, 
AND REMINDER POSTCARD 
162 
1 No.C 
WIFE 
.1-lowi Slate University dsrimncrj uch^ okty 
Amei, tovm 300111120 
Colkte of fiuiuly Ctmutrtt Sciencci 
OeparuncM of Tatiks and Oottimc 
t40teB«wiH*n 
DID YOU KNOW THAT: 
- in 1988, U.S. families were expected to spend a total of $37 million on 
Christmas gifts? 
- families may be spending an average of $100 to $300 just on clothing 
gifts for family members? 
- women buy more gifts while men tend to give fewer but more expensive 
gifts? 
Gifts of clothing for family members can constitute a substantial portion of 
household expenditure, and yet little is known about exchange of clothing gifts 
among family members. 
Your answers to this questionnaire are very important in helping me to 
understand how you and your spouse feel about giving clothing gifts to each 
other and to other family members. Previous research has looked at risks that 
husbands and wives see in choosing ckthing for themselves and others. 
The questionnaire will take about 30 minutes to complete. Your responses will be 
kept confidential. The number on the top right-hand corner is strictly for record­
keeping; all informatnn about your kfentity will be destroyed upon completion of 
data collection. You are not obliged to answer questions with whk± you feel 
uncomfortable. 
Please respond within five days. A postage-paid return envelope is provided. 
Meanwhile, please do not hesitate to call me if you have any questions. I can be 
reached at 515-294-9969 during workdays. 
Thank you for your cooperation. 
Sincerely, 
Lena Home 
Ph.D. Candidate 
Textiles & Clothing and Family Environment 
k)wa Stale University 
163 
FAMILY CLOTHING GIFT PROJECT 
Directions 
1. Because your spouse is also responding to this questionnaire, please do not 
discuss vour responses with each other. 
2. The green copy is for the husband; the beige copy is lor the wife. 
3. You are to respond to an 11 -point scale: 
very certain 
I disagree 
-2 -1 +1 +2 43 44 -fS 
completely 
uncertain 
very certain 
I agree 
Please circle: 
45 if you are VERY CERTAIN you AGREE with the 
statement. 
-5 if you are VERY CERTAIN you DISAGREE with the 
statement. 
if you are COMPLETELY UNCERTAIN, 
a number between if you are not very certain about your 
-4 and -1 DISAGREEMENT with the statement. 
a number between if you are not very certain atxiut your AGREEMENT 
44 and 4-1 with the statement. 
4. There will be questions about giving clothing gifts to sons and daughters. If 
you do not have sons or daughters, please respond by thinking of how you 
would (eel if you are giving dothing gifts to a male or female relative who is 
vounoer than vou. 
5. Please return both your questionnaire and your spouse's in the postage-paid 
envelope enclosed. 
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Please circle the number that best describes how you (eel about each of the 
following statements: 
-5 "4 *3 "2 "1 0 +1 +2 +3 4-4 +5 
very certain completely very certain 
I disagree uncertain I agree 
(D) (U) (A) 
If I were to give a SWEATSHIRT to my HUSBAND as a gift, it would be very 
important to me that: 
DU A 
1. He thinks I spent about the -5 -4-3-2-1 0 +1 +2 +3 +4 +5 
same amount of money on it as 
I did on other family members' 
gifts. 
2. It is of a classic style. -5 -4-3-2-1 0 +1 +2 +3 +4 46 
3. He would want to wear it when -5 -4-3-2-1 0 +1 +2 +3 +4 +5 
we go someplace together. 
4. It does not cost too much to -5 -4-3-2-1 0+1+2+3+4+5 
clean. 
5. He would feel good about -5 -4-3-2-1 0 +1 +2 +3 +4 +S 
himself when he wears it. 
6. !t will look good after it has -5 -4-3-2-1 0+1+2+3+4+5 
been washed or cleaned. 
7. It Is worth the price. -5 -4-3-2-1 0+1+2+3+4+5 
8. He knows where I bought it. -5 -4-3-2-1 0+1+2+3+4+5 
9. I wont have to spend any -5 -4-3-2-1 0+1+2+3+4+5 
extra time on it later. 
10. h suits his age. -5 -4-3-2-1 0+1+2+3+4+5 
11. He wouM tell me honestly if -5 -4-3-2-1 0+1+2+3+4+5 
he really likes it. 
12. ft is a surprise for him. -5 -4-3-2-1 0+1+2+3+4+5 
13. h can be exchanged or -5 -4-3-2-1 0+1+2+3+4+5 
returned. 
14. He knows I spent a lot of -5 -4-3-2-1 0+1+2+3+4+5 
time looking for it. 
15. ft shows that I know what he -5 -4-3-2-1 0+1+2+3+4+5 
likes. 
16. He does not have to spend -5 -4-3-2-1 0+1+2+3+4+5 
additional time on H later. 
17. His friends wear similar styles. -5 -4-3-2-1 0+1+2+3+4+5 
165 
Please circle the number that best describes how you feel about each of the 
following statements: 
- 6 - 4 - 3 - 2 - 1 0 + 1 + 2 + 3 + 4  + 5  
very certain completely very certain 
I disagree uncertain I agree 
(D) (U) (A) 
H I were to give a PAIR OF PANTS to my SON as a gift, it would be very importar.; 
to me that: 
DU A 
1. He thinks I spent about the -5 -4 -3 -2 -1 0+1+2+3+4 +5 
same amount of money on it as 
I did on other family members' 
gifts. 
2. It is of a classic style. -5 -4-3-2-1 0+1+2+3+4+5 
3. He would want to wear it when -5 -4-3-2-1 0+1 +2+3+4+5 
we go someplace logether. 
4. It does not cost too much to -5 -4 -3 -2 -1 0+1+2+3+4 +5 
clean. 
5. He would feel good about -5 -4 -3 -2 -1 0+1+2+3+4 +5 
himself when he wears it. 
6. It will look good after it has -5 -4-3-2-1 0+1+2+3+4+5 
been washed or deaned. 
7. It is worth the price. -5 -4-3-2-1 0+1+2+3+4+5 
8. He knows where I bought it. -5 -4-3-2-1 0+1+2+3+4+5 
9. I woni have to spend any -5 -4-3-2-1 0+1+2+3+4+5 
extra time on it later. 
10. It suits his age. -5 -4-3-2-1 0+1+2+3+4+5 
11. He woukJ tell me honestly if -5-4-3 -2 -1 0+1+2+3+4 +5 
he really likes it. 
12. It is a surprise for him. -5 -4-3-2-1 0+1+2+3+4+5 
13. It can be exchanged or -5 -4-3-2-1 0+1+2+3+4+5 
returned. 
14. He knows I spent a kit of -5 -4-3-2-1 0+1+2+3+4+5 
time kx)king for it 
15. It shows that I know what he -5 -4 -3 -2 -1 0+1+2+3+4 +5 
likes. 
16. He does not have to spend -5 -4-3-2-1 0+1+2+3+4+5 
addHbnal time on it later. 
17. His friends wear similar styles. -5 -4 -3 -2-1 0+1+2+3+4+5 
166 
Please circle the number that best describes how you feel about each of the 
following statements: 
- 5 - 4 - 3 - 2 - 1 0 + 1  + 2 + 3 + 4  + 5  
very certain completely very certain 
I disagree uncertain I agree 
(D) (U) (A) 
If I were to give a SWEATSHIRT to my DAUGHTER as a gift, it would be very 
important to me that: 
DU A 
1. She thinks I spent about the -5 -4-3-2-1 0+1+2+3+4+5 
same amount of money on it as 
I did on other family members' 
gifts. 
2. It is of a classic style. -5-4-3-2-1 0+1+2+3+4+5 
3. She would want to wear H when -5 -4-3-2-1 0+1+2+3+4+5 
we go someplace together. 
4. h does not cost too much to -5 -4-3-2-1 0+1 +2+3+4+5 
clean. 
5. She would feel good about -5 -4-3-2-1 0+1+2+3+4+5 
herself when she wears it. 
6. It will look good after it has -5 -4-3-2-1 0+1 +2+3+4+5 
been washed or cleaned. 
7. M is worth the price. -5 -4-3-2-1 0 +1 +2 +3 +4 -^5 
8. She knows where I bought it. -5-4-3-2-1 0+1+2+3 +4+5 
9. I wont have to spend any -5 -4-3-2-1 0+1+2+3+4+5 
extra time on H later. 
10. It suits her age. -5 -4 -3 -2 -1 0+1+2+3+4+5 
11. She wouW tell me honestly if -5-4-3-2-1 0+1+2+3+4+5 
she really likes it. 
12. It is a surprise for her. -5 -4 -3 -2 -1 0+1+2+3+4 +5 
13. It can be exchanged or -5 -4-3-2-1 0+1+2+3+4+5 
returned. 
14. She knows I spent a k}t of -5 -4-3-2-1 0+1+2+3+4+5 
time kxjking for h. 
15. h shows that I know what she -5 -4-3-2-1 0+1+2+3+4+5 
likes. 
16. She does not have to spend -5 -4 -3 -2 -1 0+1+2+3+4 +5 
additional time on it later. 
17. Her friends wear similar styles. -5 -4 -3 -2 -1 0+1 +2+3+4 +5 
167 
Please circle the number that best describes how you feel about each of the 
following statements: 
•6 -4 -3 -2 -1 0 +1 +2 43 -Hi +5 
very certain completely very certain 
I disagree uncertain I agree 
(D) (U) (A) 
H I were to give a PAIR OF PANTS to my HUSBAND as a gift, it would be very 
important to me that: 
DU A 
1. He thinks I spent about the -5 -4-3-2-1 0+1+2+3+4+5 
same amount of money on it as 
I did on other family members* 
gifts. 
2. It is of a classic style. -5 -4-3-2-1 0+1+2+3+4+5 
3. He would want to wear h when -5 -4-3-2-1 0+1+2+3+4+5 
we go someplace together. 
4. It does not cost too much to -5 -4 -3 -2 -1 0+1+2+3+4 +5 
clean. 
5. He would feel good about -5 -4 -3 -2 -1 0+1+2+3+4 +5 
himself when he wears it. 
6. h will kx3k good after it has -5 -4-3-2-1 0+1 +2+3+4+5 
been washed or cleaned. 
7. It is worth the price. -5 -4 -3 -2 -1 0+1+2+3+4 +5 
8. He knows where I bought it. -5 -4-3-2-1 0+1+2+3+4+5 
9. I woni have to spend any -5 -4 -3 -2 -1 0+1+2+3+4 +5 
extra time on it later. 
10. It suits his age. -5 -4-3-2-1 0+1+2+3+4+5 
11. He wouW tell me honestly if -5-4-3 -2 -1 0+1+2+3+4 +5 
he really likes it. 
12. h is a surprise for him. -5 -4-3-2-1 0+1+2+3+4+5 
13. It can be exchanged or -5 -4-3-2-1 0+1+2+3+4+5 
returned. 
14. He knows I spent a lot of -5 -4-3-2-1 0+1+2+3+4+5 
time kxjking for it. 
15. It shows that 1 know what he -5 -4-3-2-1 0+1 +2+3+4+5 
likes. 
16. He does not have to spend -5 -4-3-2-1 0+1+2+3+4+5 
additional time on it later. 
17. His friends wear similar styles. -5 -4 -3 -2 -1 0+1+2+3+4 +5 
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Please circle the number that best describes how you feel about each of the 
following statements: 
- 5 - 4 - 3 - 2 - 1 0 + 1  + 2 + 3 + 4  + 5  
very certain completely very certain 
I disagree uncertain I agree 
(D) (U) (A) 
HI were to give a SWEATSHIRT to my SON as a gift, it would be very important 
to me that: 
DU A 
1. He thinks I spent about the -5 -4 -3 -2 -1 0+1 +2+3+4+5 
same amount of money on it as 
I did on other family members' 
gifts. 
2. It is of a classic style. -5 -4-3-2-1 0+1+2+3+4+5 
3. He would want to wear it when -5 -4-3-2-1 0+1 +2+3+4+5 
we go someplace together. 
4. It does not cost too much to -5 -4-3-2-1 0+1+2+3+4+5 
clean. 
5. He would feel good about -5 •4-3-2-1 0+1 +2+3+4+5 
himself when he wears it. 
6. It will look good after ft has -5 -4-3-2-1 0+1+2+3+4+5 
been washed or cleaned. 
7. It is worth the price. -5 -4-3-2-1 0+1 +2+3+4+5 
8. He knows where I bought it. -5 -4-3-2-1 0+1 +2+3+4+5 
9. I wont have to spend any -5 -4-3-2-1 0+1 +2+3+4+5 
extra time on it later. 
10. It suits his age. -5 -4-3-2-1 0+1+2+3+4+5 
11. He wouW tell me honestly if -5-4-3-2-1 0+1+2+3+4+5 
he really likes iL 
12. It is a surprise for him. -5 -4-3-2-1 0+1 +2+3+4+5 
13. It can be exchanged or -5 -4-3-2-1 0+1 +2+3+4+5 
returned. 
14. He knows I spent a tot of -5 -4-3-2-1 0+1 +2+3+4+5 
time kxjking for it. 
15. h shows that I know what he -5 -4-3-2-1 0+1 +2+3+4+5 
likes. 
16. He does not have to spend -5 -4-3-2-1 0+1 +2+3+4+5 
additional time on it later. 
17. His friends wear similar styles. -5 -4-3-2-1 0+1 +2+3+4+5 
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Please circle the number that best describes how you (eel about each of the 
following statements: 
-5 ^ -3 -2 -1 0 +1 +2 +3 -14 +5 
very certain completely very certain 
I disagree uncertain I agree 
(D) (U) (A) 
tf I were to give a PAIR OF PANTS to my DAUGHTER as a gift, it would be very 
important to me that: 
DU A 
1. She thinks I spent about the -5 -4 -3 -2 -1 0+1+2+3+4 +5 
same amount of money on it as 
I did on other family members' 
gifts. 
2. It is of a classic style. -5 -4-3-2-1 0+1+2+3+4+5 
3. She would want to wear it when -5 -4-3-2-1 0+1 +2+3+4+5 
we go someplace together. 
4. h does not cost too much to -5 -4-3-2-1 0+1 +2+3+4+5 
clean. 
5. She would feel good about -5 -4 -3 -2 -1 0+1+2+3+4 +5 
herself when she wears it. 
6. h will look good after it has -5 -4-3-2-1 0+1+2+3+4+5 
been washed or cleaned. 
7. It is worth the price. -5 -4-3-2-1 0+1 +2+3+4+5 
8. She knows where I bought it. -5 -4-3-2-1 0+1 +2+3+4+5 
9. I wont have to spend any -5 -4-3-2-1 0+1 +2+3+4+5 
extra time on it later. 
10. It suits her age. -5 -4-3-2-1 0+1 +2+3+4+5 
11. She woukl tell me honestly if -5 -4 -3 -2 -1 0+1 +2+3+4 +5 
she really likes it. 
12. It is a surprise for her. -5 -4 -3 -2 -1 0+1+2+3+4 +5 
13. It can be exchanged or -5 -4-3-2-1 0+1 +2+3+4+5 
returned. 
14. She knows I spent a lot of -5 -4-3-2-1 0+1 +2+3+4+5 
time kx)king for it. 
15. ft shows that I know what she -5 -4-3-2-1 0+1+2+3+4+5 
likes. 
16. She does not have to spend -5 -4-3-2-1 0+1 +2+3+4+5 
additional time on it later. 
17. Her friends wear similar styles. -5 -4 -3 -2-1 0+1 +2+3+4+5 
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BACKGROUND INFORMATION 
Answers to the following questions are needed to help me analyze the results. 
1. Please write in the spaces the number o< children you have In each of the 
following age groups: 
0-5 6-11 12-17 18 years 
years years years or older 
Daughters 
Sons 
2. Please write the number of children in your family who fit the description 
under each column; 
Live at Home At Least Live Away 
3 Months of the Year From Home 
Daughters 
Sons 
3. Check the number of CLOTHING gifts you have bought for your husband and 
children in the past 12 months: 
0 
1-5 
6-10 
11-15 
16-20 
21 or more 
4. Please check your age: 
29 or under 
30-44 
45-59 
60 or over 
5. Please check the HIGHEST level of education you have attained: 
some grade school 
completed grade school 
some high school 
completed high school 
some college 
completed college 
some graduate study 
completed graduate study 
completed vocational training 
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6. Do you: 
Rent the house or apartment in which you are curreniiy living. 
Own the house or apartment in which you are curren'.iy living. 
Other 
7. Are you; 
employed full-time (35 or more hours per week) 
employed part-time (fewer than 35 hours per week) 
not working for pay at present 
8. H you are employed for pay, what does the company or organization you 
work for make or do? 
9. If you are empkiyed for pay, please briefly describe what you do in your 
work. 
10. Do you: 
live in a city, please indicate 
live on a farm, please indicate county 
live in the country, but not on a farm; please indicate county 
Thank you for completing the questionnaire. 
Please make sure you have not acckJentally omitted some questions. 
Return this and your spouse's questionnaires 
in the postage-paid envelope. 
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FAMILY CLOTHING GIFT PROJECT 
Directions 
1. Because your spouse is also responding to this questionnaire, please do not 
discuss your responses with each other. 
2. The green copy is for the husband; the beige copy is for the 
3. You are to respond to an 11 -point scale; 
very certain 
I disagree 
Please circle: 
+5 
-1 +1 
completely 
uncertain 
+2 +3 
very certain 
I agree 
H you are VERY CERTAIN you AGREE with the 
statement. 
-5 if you are VERY CERTAIN you DISAGREE with the 
statement. 
0 if you are COMPLETELY UNCERTAIN. 
a number between if you are not veiy certain about your 
•4 and 1 DISAGREEMENT whh the statement 
a number between if you are not vety certain about your AGREEMENT 
+4and+1 with the statement. 
4. There will be questions about giving clothing gifts to sons ar^ daughters. H 
you do not have sons or daughters, please respond by thinking of how you 
would feel if you are giving dothing gifts to a male or female relative who is 
vounoer than vou. 
5. Please return both your questionnaire and your spouse's in the postage-paid 
envelope enclosed. 
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No. B 
HUSBAND 
Iowa Slalt Uni\trsitll olScit„re Uflmoloty 
..J 
50011 1120 
Colktc of FmmUy and Consuma ScicMoa 
OcptfiiiicM of Ta4)k> mod Ckduag 
140 Lcfiinm H«ll 
DID YOU KNOW THAT: 
- in 1988, U.S. families were expected to spend a total of $37 million on 
Christmas gifts? 
- families may be spending an average of $100 to $300 just on clothing 
gifts for family members? 
- women buy more gifts while men tend to give fewer but more expensive 
gifts? 
Gifts of clothing for family members can constitute a substantial portion of 
household expenditure, and yet little is known about exchange of ckthing gifts 
among family members. 
Your answers to this questionnaire are very important in helping me to 
understand how you and your spouse feel about giving clothing gifts to each 
other and to other family members. Previous research has looked at risks that 
husbands and wives see in choosing clothing for themselves and others. 
The questionnaire will take about 30 minutes to complete. Your responses will be 
kept confidential. The number on the top right-hand corner is strictly for record­
keeping; all information about your identity will be destroyed upon completion of 
data collection. You are not obliged to answer questions with which you feel 
uncomfortable. 
Please respond within five days. A postage-paid return envekpe is provided. 
Meanwhile, please do not hesitate to call me if you have any questions. I can be 
reached at 515-294-9969 during work days. 
Thank you for your cooperation. 
Sincerely, 
Lena Home 
Ph.D. CandWate 
Textiles & Clothing and Family Environment 
Iowa State University 
174 
Please circle the number that best describes how you feel about each of the 
following statements; 
- 5 - 4 - 3 - 2 - 1  0 + 1 + 2 + 3 + 4 + 5  
very certain completely very certain 
I disagree uncertain I agree 
(D) (U) (A) 
If I were to give a PAIR OF PANTS to my SON as a gift, it would be very important 
to me that: 
DU A 
1. He thinks I spent about the -5 -4-3-2-1 0+1+2+3+4+5 
same amount of money on h as 
I did on other family members' 
gilts. 
2. It is of a classic style. -5 -4-3-2-1 0+1+2+3+4+5 
3. He would want to wear h when -5 -4-3-2-1 0+1+2+3+4+5 
we go someplace together. 
4. It does not cost too much to -5-4-3-2-1 0+1+2+3+4+5 
clean. 
5. He would feel good about -5 -4-3-2-1 0+1+2+3+4+5 
himself when he wears it. 
6. It will look good after it has -5 -4-3-2-1 0+1+2+3+4+5 
been washed or cleaned. 
7. It is worth the prkze. -5-4-3-2-1 0+1+2+3+4+5 
8. He knows where I bought H. -5-4-3-2-1 0+1+2+3+4+5 
9. I wont have to spend any -5-4-3-2-1 0+1+2+3+4+5 
extra time on it later. 
10. ft suits his age. -5 -4-3-2-1 0+1+2+3+4+5 
11. He would tell me honestly if -5-4-3-2-1 0+1+2+3+4+5 
he really likes it. 
12. It is a surprise for him. -5-4-3-2-1 0+1+2+3+4+5 
13. It'can be exchanged or -5 -4-3-2-1 0+1+2+3+4+5 
returned. 
14. He knows 1 spent a bt of -5 -4-3-2-1 0+1+2+3+4+5 
time kxjking for it. 
15. It shows that I know what he -5 -4-3-2-1 0+1+2+3+4+5 
likes. 
16. He does not have to spend -5 -4-3-2-1 0+1+2+3+4+5 
additional time on it later. 
17. His friends wear similar styles. -5 -4 -3 -2-1 0+1+2+3+4+5 
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Please circle the number that best describes how you (eel about each of the 
following statements: 
-5 -4 -3 -2 -1 0 +1 +2 +3 44 +5 
very certain completely very certain 
I disagree uncertain I agree 
(D) (U) (A) 
HI were to give a SWEATSHIRT to my DAUGHTER as a gift, it would be very 
important to me that: 
DU A 
1. She thinks I spent about the -5 -4-3-2-1 0+1+2+3+4+5 
same amount of money on it as 
I did on other family members' 
gifts. 
2. h is of a classic style. -5-4-3-2-1 0+1 +2+3+4+5 
3. She would want to wear it when -5-4-3-2-1 0+1 +2+3+4+5 
we go someplace together. 
4. h does not cost too much to -5 -4 -3 -2 -1 0 +1 +2 43 +4 +5 
clean. 
5. She would feel good about -5 -4-3-2-1 0+1+2+3+4+5 
herself when she wears K. 
6. It will look good after it has -5-4-3-2-1 0+1+2+3+4+5 
been washed or cleaned. 
7. It is worth the price. -5 -4-3-2-1 0+1 +2+3+4+5 
8. She knows where I bought iL -5-4-3-2-1 0+1+2+3+4+5 
9. I won't have to spend any -5 -4-3-2-1 0+1+2+3+4+5 
extra time on it later. 
10. It suits her age. -5 -4 -3 -2-1 0+1+2+3+4+5 
11. She wouW tell me honestly if -5-4-3-2-1 0+1+2+3+4+5 
she really likes it. 
12. It is a surprise for her. -5 -4-3-2-1 0+1+2+3+4+5 
13.' It can t)e exchanged or -5 -4-3-2-1 0+1+2+3+4+5 
returned. 
14. She knows I spent a tot of -5 -4-3-2-1 0+1+2+3+4+5 
time tooking for it. 
15. H shows that I know what she -5 -4-3-2-1 0+1 +2+3+4+5 
likes. 
16. She does not have to spend -5 -4-3-2-1 0+1+2+3+4+5 
additional time on it later. 
17. Her friends wear similar styles. -5 -4^ -3 -2-1 0+1 +2+3+4+5 
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Please circle the number that best describes how you feel about each of the 
following statements; 
^ -4 -3 -2 -1 0 +1 +2 43 44 +5 
very certain completely very certain 
I disagree uncertain I agree 
(D) (U) (A) 
KI were to give a PAIR OF PANTS to my WIFE as a gift, it vrould be very 
important to me that: 
DU A 
1. She thinks I spent about the -5 -4 -3 -2 -1 0 +1 +2 43 +4 +5 
same amount of money on it as 
I did on other family members' 
gifts. 
2. ft is of a classic style. -5 -4 -3 -2 -1 0 +1 42 43 44 45 
3. She would wantto wear k when -5 -4 -3 -2 -1 0 +1 +2 43 44 45 
we go someplace together. 
4. it does not cost too much to -5 -4 -3 -2 -1 0 +1 42 43 44 45 
clean. 
5. She would feel good about -5 -4 -3 -2 -1 0 +1 42 43 44 +5 
herseH when she wears h. 
6. ft will look good after it has -5 -4 -3 -2 -1 0 4-1 42 43 44 45 
been washed or deaned. 
7. ft is worth the price. -5 -4 -3 -2 -1 0 +1 42 43 44 45 
8. She knows where I bought it -5-4-3-2-1 0 4I 42 43 44 45 
9. I woni have to spend any -5-4-3-2-1 0 4I 42 43 +4 45 
extra time on it later. 
10. It suits her age. -5 -4 -3 -2 -1 0 +1 42 43 44 45 
11. She woukJ tell me honestly if -5 -4 -3 -2 -1 0 +1 42 43 44 45 
she really likes it. 
12. It is a surprise for her. -5 -4-3-2-1 0 4I 42 43 44 45 
13. ft can be exchanged or -5 -4-3-2-1 0 4I 4 2  4 3  4 4  4 5  
returned. 
14. She knows I spent a bt of -5-4-3-2-1 0 4I 42 43 44 45 
time kx)king for it. 
15. ft shows that I know what she -5 -4-3-2-1 0 4I 42 43 44 45 
likes. 
16. She does not have to spend -5 -4-3-2-1 0 4I 42 +3 44 +5 
additional time on it later. 
17. Her friends wear similar styles. -5-4.-3-2-1 0 4I 42 43 44 45 
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Please circle the number that best describes how you feel about each of the 
following statements; 
•5 -4 -3 -2 -1 0+1 +2+3+4+6 
very certain completely very certain 
I disagree uncertain I agree 
(D) (U) (A) 
If 1 were lo give a SWEATSHIRT to my SON as a gift, it would be very important 
to me that: 
DU A 
1. He thinks I spent about the -5 -4-3-2-1 0+1+2+3+4+5 
same amount of money on it as 
1 did on other family members' 
gifts. 
2. ft is of a classic style. -5-4-3-2-1 0+1+2+3+4+5 
3. He would want to wear it when -5-4-3-2-1 0+1+2+3+4+5 
we go someplace together. 
4. ft does not cost too much to -5 -4-3-2-1 0+1+2+3+4+5 
clean. 
5. He would feel good about -5 -4-3-2-1 0+1+2+3+4+5 
himself when he wears it. 
6. It will look good after it has -5 -4-3-2-1 0+1+2+3+4+5 
been washed or cleaned. 
7. It is worth the price. -5 -4-3-2-1 0+1+2+3+4+5 
8. He knows where I bought it. -5-4-3-2-1 0+1+2+3+4+5 
9. I wont have to spend any -5-4-3-2-1 0+1+2+3+4+5 
extra time on it later. 
10. K suits his age. -5-4-3-2-1 0+1+2+3+4+5 
11. He woukJ tell me honestly H -5-4-3-2-1 0+1+2+3+4+5 
he really likes h. 
12. It is a surprise for him. -5 -4-3-2-1 0+1+2+3+4+5 
13. it can be exchanged or -5 -4-3-2-1 0+1+2+3+4+5 
returned. 
14. He knows I spent a tot of -5 -4-3-2-1 0+1+2+3+4+5 
time looking for it. 
15. It shows that I know what he -5 -4-3-2-1 0+1+2+3+4+5 
likes. 
16. He does not have to spend -5 -4-3-2-1 0+1+2+3+4+5 
additional time on it later. 
17. His friends wear similar styles. -5 -4 -3 -2-1 0+1+2+3+4+5 
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Please circle the number that best describes how you feel about each of the 
following statements: 
•6 -4 -3 -2 *1 0+1 +2+3 +4 +5 
very certain completely very certain 
I disagree uncertain I agree 
(D) (U) (A) 
H I were to give a PAIR OF PANTS to my DAUGHTER as a gift, it would be very 
important to me that: 
OU A 
1. She thinks I spent about the -5 -4-3-2-1 0 +1 +2 +3 +4 +5 
same amount of money on it as 
I did on other family members' 
gifts. 
2. It is of a classic style. -5 -4-3-2-1 0 +1 +2 43 +4 +5 
3. She would want to wear it when -5 -4 -3 -2 -1 0 +1 +2 43 +4 +5 
we go someplace togetiier. 
4. It does not cost too much to -5-4-3-2-1 0+1+2+3+4+5 
clean. 
5. She would feel good about -5-4-3-2-1 0+1+2+3+4+5 
herself when she wears it 
6. H will look good after K has -5-4-3-2-1 0+1+2+3+4+5 
been washed or cleaned. 
7. ft is worth the prk». -5-4-3-2-1 0+1+2+3+4+5 
8. She knows where I bought it -5-4-3-2-1 0+1+2+3+4+5 
9. I won't have to spend any -5-4-3-2-1 0+1+2+3+4+5 
extra time on H later. 
10. It suits her age. -5-4-3-2-1 0+1+2+3+4+5 
11. She woukJ tell me honestly if -5-4-3-2-1 0+1+2+3+4+5 
she really likes it. 
12. It is a surprise for her. -5 -4-3-2-1 0+1+2+3+4+5 
13. It can be exchanged or -5-4-3-2-1 0+1 +2+3+4+5 
returned. 
14. She knows I spent a tot of -5 -4-3-2-1 0+1+2+3+4+5 
time tooking for it. 
15. It shows that I know what she -5 -4-3-2-1 0+1+2+3+4+5 
likes. 
16. She does not have to spend -5 -4-3-2-1 0+1+2+3+4+5 
additional time on it later. 
17. Her friends wear similar styles. -5 -4-3-2-1 0+1+2+3+4+5 
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Please circle the number that best describes how you feel about each of the 
following statements; 
- 5  -4 - 3  - 2  - 1 0 + 1  + 2 + 3 + 4  + 5  
very certain completely very certain 
I disagree uncertain I agree 
(D) (U) (A) 
If I were to give a SWEATSHIRT to my WIFE as a gift, it would be very important 
to me that: 
D U A 
1. She thinks 1 spent about the 
same amount of money on it as 
1 did on other family members' 
gifts. 
-5 -4 -3 -2 -1 0 +1 +2 +3 44 +5 
2. It is of a classic style. -5 -4 -3 -2 -1 0 +1 +2 +4 +6 
3. She would want to wear Ë when 
we go someplace together. 
-5 -4 -3 -2 -1 0 +1 +2 +4 45 
4. It does not cost too much to 
clean. 
-5 -4 -3 -2 -1 0 +1 +2 +3 44 45 
5. She would feel good about 
herseH when she wears it. 
-5 -4 -3 -2 -1 0 +1 +2 +4 +5 
6. It will look good after it has 
been washed or cleaned. 
-5 -4 -3 -2 -1 0 +1 +2 +3 +4 45 
7. It is worth the prke. -5 -4 -3 -2 -1 0 +1 +2 +3 +4 45 
8. She knows where 1 bought it. -5 -4 -3 -2 -1 0 +1 +2 +3 +4 +5 
9. 1 woni have to spend any 
extra time on K later. 
-5 -4 -3 -2 -1 0 +1 +2 +3 +4 45 
10. It suits her age. -5 -4 -3 -2 -1 0 +1 +2 43 +4 45 
11. She woukJ tell me honestly if 
she really likes it. 
-5 -4 -3 -2 -1 0 +1 +2 +3 44 +5 
12. It is a surprise for her. -5 -4 -3 -2 -1 0 +1 +2 +3 44 45 
13. h Can be exchanged or 
returned. 
-5 -4 -3 -2 -1 0 +1 +2 +3 +4 45 
14. She knows 1 spent a k3t of 
time kxaking for it. 
-5 -4 -3 -2 -1 0 +1 +2 +3 44 45 
15. It shows that 1 know what she 
likes. 
-5 -4 -3 -2 -1 0 +1 +2 43 44 +5 
16. She does not have to spend 
additional time on it later. 
-5 -4 -3 -2 -1 0 +1 +2 +3 44 45 
17. Her friends wear similar styles. -5 -4 -à -2 -1 0 +1 +2 43 44 +5 
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BACKGROUND INFORMATION 
Answers to the following questions are needed to help me analyze the results. 
1. Please write in the spaces the number of children you have in each of the 
following age groups: 
0-5 6-11 12-17 18 years 
years years years or older 
Daughters 
Sons 
2. Please write the number of children in your family who lit the description 
under each column: 
Live at Home At Least Live Away 
3 Months of the Year From Home 
Daughters 
Sons 
3. Check the number of CLOTHING gifts you have bought for your wife and 
children in the past 12 months: 
0 
1-5 
6-10 
11-15 
16-20 
21 or more 
4. Please check your age; 
29 or under 
30-44 
45-59 
60 or over 
5. Please check the HIGHEST level of education you have attained: 
some grade school 
completed grade school 
some high school 
completed high school 
some college 
completed college 
some graduate study 
completed graduate study 
completed vocational training 
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6. Do you: 
Rent the house or apartment in which you are currently living. 
Own the house or apartment in which you are currently living. 
Other 
7. Are you: 
employed full-time (35 or more hours per week) 
employed part-time (fewer than 35 hours per week) 
not working for pay at present 
8. If you are employed for pay, what does the company or organization you 
work for make or do? 
9. If you are employed for pay, please briefly describe what you do in your 
work. 
10. Do you: 
live in a city, please indfcate 
live on a farm, please indicate county 
live in the country, but not on a (arm; please indicate county 
Thank you for completing the questionnaire. 
Please make sure you have not accidentally omitted some questions. 
Return this and your spouse's questionnaires 
in the postage-paid envelope. 
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Recently, you and your spouse were given a set of questionnaires 
on clothing gifts for the family. Your responses are very 
important in helping me better understand how husbands and wives 
feel about giving clothing gifts to family members. 
Please return the questionnaires at your earliest convenience. 
If you've misplaced them, call me at 515-294-9969 or drop me 
a note addressed to 153 LeBaron Hall, Iowa State University, 
Ames, lA 50011. I'd be glad to send you a replacement set 
of questionnaires. 
Thank you for your cooperation. 
Sincerely Yours 
Lena Home 
Textiles and Clothing & Family Environment 
Iowa State University 
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APPENDIX D 
DEMOGRAPHIC CHARACTERISTICS OF THE SAMPLE 
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Table D-1 
Aoe. education, employment, and occupations of husbands and wives 
Husband Wife 
Characteristics % n % n 
Age 
29 or under 2.9 3 5.8 6 
30 - 44 51.0 52 59.2 61 
45 - 59 37.3 38 28.2 29 
60 or over 8.8 9 6.8 7 
Total" 100.0 102 100.0 103 
Education 
Completed high school 4.9 5 6.8 7 
Some college 22.5 23 18.4 19 
Completed college 24.5 25 30.1 31 
Some graduate study 17.6 18 21.4 22 
Completed graduate study 30.4 31 16.5 17 
Completed vocational training 0 0 6.8 7 
Total" 99.9 102 100.0 103 
Employment 
Full time 93.2 96 39.8 41 
Part time 1.9 2 31.1 32 
Not working for pay 4.9 5 29.1 30 
Total 100.0 103 100.0 103 
Occupation 
Teaching 12.9 13 16.5 17 
Accounting 7.9 8 2.0 2 
Farming 1.0 1 0 0 
Management/Administrâtion 21.8 22 5.8 6 
Services 19.8 20 23.3 24 
Clerical 0 0 14.6 15 
Mechanics, Technicians 16.8 17 2.9 3 
Self-employed 3.0 3 2.9 3 
Sales 11.9 12 2.9 3 
Not working 5.0 5 29.1 30 
Total® 100.1 101 100.0 103 
Total numbers of husbands and wives may not sum to 103 
because of missing data. Percentages are not exactly 
100 because of rounding. 
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Table D-2 
Number of children reported by couples 
Number of couples 
Number of children % n 
0 6.8 7 
1 9.7 10 
2 47.6 49 
3 21.3 22 
4 9.7 10 
5 3.9 4 
6 1.0 1 
Total 100.0 103 
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Table D-3 
Age of daughters and sons reported bv couolea 
Number 
Age Daughters Sons 
0 - 5  1 6  1 3  
6 - 11 33 27 
12 - 17 16 17 
18 or older 43 57 
Total 108 114 
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APPENDIX E 
MEANS OF MAIN AND INTERACTION EFFECTS OF TRANSFORMED RESPONSES, 
COUPLE SAMPLE, HUSBAND AND WIFE SUBSAMPLES 
Table E-1 
Means of main and interaction effects of transformed responses, 
couple sample 
SAS 14:4 1 WEDNESDAY, JUNE 6, 1990 3€ 
SPOUSE 
H 
W 
618  
618 
EC0N1 
- 1. 17961165 
-2 . 13268608 
S0C2 
2.686084 14 
2.73948220 
ANALYSIS OF VARIANCE PROCEDURE 
MEANS 
PSY3 EC0N4 
3.26375405 
3.26051780 
3.84627832 
5.72977346 
PSY5 
6.13268608 
6.72977346 
PERF6 
5.83656958 
7. 12944984 
EC0N7 
5.5711974 1 
6.87702265 
PSY8 
- 1.69741100 
-2.87540453 
SPOUSE 
H 
W 
618 
618 
TIME9 
3.23786408 
4.66181230 
PSY10 
4 .64886731 
5.45145631 
PSY1I 
4.42071197 
4.82200647 
S0C12 
1 .96763754 
0.71359223 
EC0N13 
5.61003236 
7.01294498 
PSY14 
-1.1 1488673 
-2.95954693 
PSY15 
3.04854369 
3.55501618 
TIMEIG 
3.42718447 
5.06310680 
SPOUSE S0C17 
618 
618 
2.50323625 
2 .43689320 
DONEE 
B 
G 
M 
DONEE 
N 
412 
412 
4 12 
N 
EC0N1 
-0.79611650 
-O.39077670 
-3.78155340 
TIME9 
S0C2 
2.26456311 
2.89320388 
2.98058252 
PSY10 
PSY3 
2.52912621 
3.56067961 
3.69660194 
PSY11 
EC0N4 
5.04854369 
5.23786408 
4.07766990 
S0C12 
PSY5 
6.40776699 
6.57038835 
6.31553398 
EC0N13 
PERF6 
6.32766990 
6.57766990 
6.54368932 
PSY14 
EC0N7 
6.23786408 
6. 19417476 
6.24029126 
PSY15 
PSY8 
-2.49757282 
-1 .94174757 
-2.4 1990291 
TIHE16 
00 
VO 
B 
G 
M 
412 
4 12 
412 
3.97330097 
4.0145631 I 
3.86165049 
5.39320388 
5.45873786 
4.29854369 
4.34951456 
4.50970874 
5.00485437 
1.13834951 
1 .55582524 
1.32766990 
6.32038835 
6.23786408 
6.37621359 
-2.35679612 
-1.88834951 
-1 .86650485 
3.04126214 
3.38834951 
3.47572816 
4.08980583 
4.17961165 
4.46601942 
DONEE N S0C17 
B 
G 
M 
412 
412 
412 
3.35436893 
3.54854369 
0.50728155 
GARMENT EC0N1 S0C2 PSY3 EC0N4 PSY5 PERF6 EC0N7 PSY8 
618 
618 
1.63268608 
1.67961165 
3.20388350 
2.22168285 
3.71844660 
2.80582524 
4.75080906 
4.82524272 
6.55501618 
6.30744337 
6.55501618 
6.41100324 
6.31877023 
6 . 12944984 
-2.05339806 
-2.51941748 
GARMENT 
P 
S 
618 
6 18 
TIME9 
3.97411003 
3.92556634 
PSV10 
5.24757282 
4.85275081 
PSY11 
4 .73624595 
4.50647249 
S0C12 
1.32524272 
1.35598706 
EC0N13 
6.37378641 
6.24919094 
PSY14 
-2.02588997 
-2.04854369 
PSY15 
3.4 1 100324 
3.19255663 
TIME 16 
4 .2961 1650 
4.19417476 
SAS 14:4 1 WEDNESDAY. JUNE G. 1990 
ANALYSIS OF VARIANCE PROCEDURE 
MEANS 
GARMENT S0C17 
618 
618 
2.66019417 
2.27993528 
SPOUSE DONEE N EC0N1 S0C2 PSY3 EC0N4 PSY5 PERF6 EC0N7 
H 
H 
H 
W 
W 
W 
B 
G 
M 
B 
G 
M 
206 
206 
206 
206 
206 
206 
-0.49029 126 
0.03883495 
-3.08737864 
- 1 . 10194175 
-0.82038835 
-4.475728 16 
39320388 
90291262 
76213592 
13592233 
88349515 
19902913 
2.69902913 
3.42718447 
3.66504854 
2 . 35922330 
3.69417476 
3.72815534 
4.18446602 
4.38834951 
2.96601942 
5.91262136 
6.08737864 
5. 18932039 
5.96601942 
6.23300971 
6.19902913 
6.84951456 
6.90776699 
6.43203883 
5.65533981 
5.86407767 
5.99029126 
7.OOOOOOOO 
7.291262 14 
7.09708738 
5.66504854 
5.52912621 
5.51941748 
6.8106796 1 
6.85922330 
6.96116505 
SPOUSE DONEE PSY8 TIME9 PSY10 PSY11 SOC 12 EC0N13 PSY14 
H B , 206 -2 .15048544 3 .16019417 5 .08737864 4 .10194175 1 .65048544 5 .62135922 -1 .35436893 
H G 206 - 1 .39320388 3 .38834951 4 .97087379 4 . 17961165 1 , .95145631 5 .60194175 -1 , .20873786 
H M 206 -1 .54854369 3 .16504854 3 .88834951 4 .98058252 2 .30097087 5 .60679612 -0 .78155340 
W B 206 -2 .84466019 4 , 78640777 5 .69902913 4 .59708738 0, .62621359 7 ,01941748 -3, .35922330 
W G 206 -2 .49029126 4 , .64077670 5, .94660194 4 .83980583 1 , 16019417 6, ,8737864 1 -2 ,56796117 
W M 206 -3. 29126214 4 . 55825243 4 , 70873786 5, .02912621 0. ,35436893 7 . 14563107 -2. 95145631 
SPOUSE DONEE N PSY 15 TIME16 SOC 17 
H B 206 2 .83009709 3 .24757282 3 .24757282 
H G 206 2 .92718447 3 . 48543689 3, 56796117 
H M 206 3 , 38834951 3 .54854369 0. 69417476 
W B 206 3. ,25242718 4 , 93203883 3. 461 16505 
W G 206 3. ,84951456 4 , 87378641 3. ,52912621 
W M 206 3, 56310680 5 ,38349515 0. 32038835 
SPOUSE GARMENT N EC0N1 S0C2 PSY3 EC0N4 PSY5 PERF6 EC0N7 
H 
H 
W 
W 
309 
309 
309 
309 
-1 .24271845 
-1.1 1650485 
-2.02265372 
-2.24271845 
3.03236246 
2.33980583 
3.37540453 
2.10355987 
3.56634304 
2.96116505 
3.87055016 
2.65048544 
3.81229773 
3.88025890 
5.68932039 
5.77022654 
6.25242718 
6.01294498 
6.85760518 
6.60194175 
5.89320388 
5.77993528 
7 .21682848 
7.04207120 
5.62459547 
5.51779935 
7.01294498 
6.74 110032 
SPOUSE GARMENT N PSY8 TIME9 PSY10 PSY1 1 SOC 12 EC0N13 PSY14 
H 
H 
W 
W 
P 
S 
P 
S 
309 
309 
309 
309 
- 1 .55663430 
- 1 .83818770 
-2.55016181 
-3.20064725 
3.37864078 
3.09708738 
4.56957929 
4.75404531 
4.80582524 
4.49190939 
5.68932039 
5.21359223 
4.43365696 
4.40776699 
5.03883495 
4.60517799 
1 .98705502 
1.94822006 
O.66343042 
0.76375405 
5.70873786 
5.51132686 
7.03883495 
6.98705502 
-1.1100323G 
-1.1 1974110 
-2.94174757 
-2.97734628 
1 
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ANALYSIS OF VARIANCE PROCEDURE 
SPOUSE GARMENT 
H 
H 
W 
W 
N 
309 
309 
309 
309 
PSY15 
3.04854369 
3.04854369 
3.77346278 
3.33656958 
TIME 16 
3.48543689 
3.36893204 
5.10679612 
5.01941748 
MEANS 
S0C17 
2 .64401294 
2.36245955 
2.67637540 
2. 1974 1100 
DONEE GARMENT N EC0N1 S0C2 PSY3 EC0N4 PSY5 PERF6 EC0N7 
B P 206 -0 .84466019 2 .22330097 2 . 32038835 4 .61 165049 6 .40776699 6 . 33009709 6.38349515 
B S 206 -0 . 74757282 2. 30582524 2 .73786408 5, .48543689 6. 40776699 6 ,32524272 6.09223301 
G P 206 -O, .38349515 3 .24757282 3 .90291262 5 .50970874 6. 61165049 6 .57281553 6.18446602 
G S 206 -0. , 39805825 2. 53883495 3. 21844660 4. 96601942 6. 52912621 6 .58252427 6.20388350 
M P 206 -3. 66990291 4 , 14077670 4 , .93203883 4 . , 13106796 6. 64563107 6. ,76213592 6.38834951 
M S 206 -3. 89320388 1 . 82038835 2. ,461 16505 4. 02427184 5. 98543689 6. 32524272 6.09223301 
DONEE GARMENT N PSY8 TIME9 PSYIO PSY11 SOC 12 EC0N13 PSY14 
B P 206 -2 .63106796 3 .58737864 5 .70388350 4 .43203883 1.19902913 6 ,33009709 -2 .64077670 
B S 206 -2 .36407767 4 ,35922330 5 .08252427 4 .26699029 1.07766990 6 .31067961 -2 .07281553 
G P 206 - 1 .73786408 4 .16504854 5 ,28155340 4 .59223301 1.59708738 6 .25242718 -1 .76213592 
G S 206 -2 .14563107 3 86407767 5. ,63592233 4 .42718447 1.5145631 1 6 . 22330097 -2 .01456311 
M P 206 - 1 .791262 14 4 , 16990291 4 , 75728155 5 . 18446602 1 .17961 165 6. ,53883495 -1 .67475728 
M S 206 -3 ,04854369 3. 55339806 3 . ,83980583 4 .82524272 1 .47572816 6. ,21359223 -2, 05825243 
DONEE GARMENT N PSY 15 TIME 16 S0C17 
B 
B 
G 
G 
M 
M 
206 
206 
206 
206 
206 
206 
3.00485437 
3.07766990 
3.50970874 
3.26699029 
3.71844660 
3.23300971 
3.8737864 1 
4.30582524 
4.33980583 
4.0194 1748 
4.67475728 
4.25728155 
3.20873786 
3.50000000 
3.68932039 
3.40776699 
1.08252427 
-0.06796117 
SPOUSE DONEE GARMENT N EC0N1 S0C2 PSY3 EC0N4 PSY5 PERF6 EC0N7 
H B P 103 -0 .60194175 2 . 18446602 2 .24271845 3 .8 1553398 5 .95145631 5 .60194175 5 .77669903 
H B S 103 -0 . 37864078 2 .60194175 3 . 15533981 4 .55339806 5 .98058252 5 .70873786 5 .55339806 
H G P 103 -0 ,02912621 3 . 3 1067961 3 ,78640777 4 .58252427 6 .33009709 5 ,92233010 5 ,50485437 
H G S 103 0 .10679612 • 2 .49514563 3 .06796117 4 . 19417476 6 .13592233 5 .80582524 5 .55339806 
H M P 103 -3 .09708738 3 ,60194175 4 , 66990291 3 ,03883495 6 .47572816 6, , 15533981 5, 59223301 
H M S 103 -3 ,07766990 1 .92233010 2 ,66019417 2 .89320388 5 .92233010 5 .82g?4272 5 ,44660194 
W B P 103 - 1 08737864 2 ,26213592 2. ,39805825 S. ,40776699 6 .86407767 7. ,05825243 6. ,99029126 
W B S 103 - 1 . 1 1650485 2 ,00970874 2. ,32038835 6 ,4 1747573 6 .83495146 6. ,94174757 6 ,63106796 
W G P 103 -0. 73786408 3, , 18446602 4 . 01941748 6. 43689320 6 ,89320388 7, 22330097 6. 86407767 
W G S 103 -O 90291262 2 ,58252427 3 . ,36893204 5 73786408 6 .92233010 7 . ,35922330 6. 85436893 
W M P I03 -4 , 24271845 4 , 67961165 5, 19417476 5. 22330097 6 ,81553398 7, 36893204 7 . 18446602 
W M S 103 -4 . ,70873786 1 ,7 1844660 2. 26213592 5. 15533981 6 ,04854369 6. ,82524272 6 . 73786408 
SAS 14:41 WEDNESDAY. JUNE 6. 1990 39 
ANALYSIS OF VARIANCE PROCEDURE 
MEANS 
SPOUSE DONEE GARMENT N PSY8 TIME9 PSY 10 PSY1 1 S0C12 EC0N13 PSY14 
H B P 103 -2 .6 1165049 2 .92233010 5 .28155340 4 .17475728 1 .66019417 5 .73786408 -1 .99029126 
H B S 103 - 1 .68932039 3 .39805825 4 .89320388 4 .02912621 1 .64077670 5 .50485437 -O .71844660 
H G P 103 - 1 .OOOOOOOO 3 .48543689 4 .95145631 4 .22330097 2 . 10679612 5 .57281553 -0 .88349515 
H G S 103 - 1 .78640777 3 .29126214 4 .99029126 4 .13592233 1 .79611650 5 .63106796 -1 ,53398058 
H M P 103 - I .05825243 3 .72815534 4 . 18446602 4 .90291262 2 . 19417476 5 .81553398 -0, .45631068 
H M S 103 -2 .03883495 2 .60194175 3 .59223301 5 .05825243 2 .40776699 5 .39805825 -1, .10679612 
W B P 103 -2 .65048544 4 . 25242718 6 .12621359 4 .68932039 0 . 73786408 6 ,92233010 -3, 29126214 
W B S 103 -3 .03883495 5 .32038835 5 .27184466 4 . 50485437 0 .51456311 7 , .11650485 -3, ,427 18447 
W G P 103 -2 .47572816 4 .84466019 5 .61165049 4 .96116505 1 , .08737864 6 .93203883 -2. 64077670 
W G S 103 -2 .50485437 4 .43689320 6 .28155340 4 , .71844660 1 . 23300971 6. ,81553398 -2. 49514563 
W M P 103 -2 .52427184 4 .61165049 5 .33009709 5 .46601942 0. , 16504854 7. ,26213592 -2. 89320388 
W M S 103 -4 .05825243 4 . , 50485437 4 .08737864 4 , 59223301 0. 54368932 7. 02912621 -3. 00970874 
SPOUSE DONEE GARMENT N PSY15 TIME16 S0C17 
H B P 103 2 , 55339806 2. ,98058252 3 .03883495 
H B S 103 3 , 106796 12 3. ,51456311 3 .45631068 
H G P 103 3 .12621359 3. 68932039 3 ,69902913 
H G S 103 2 . ,72815534 3, 28155340 3. ,43689320 
H M P 103 3 46GOI942 3 . 78640777 1 . , 194 17476 
H M S 103 3 . ,31067961 3. 31067961 0. , 194 17476 
W B P 103 3 45631068 4 . 76699029 3. ,37864078 
W B S 103 3. ,04854369 5, 09708738 3, 54368932 
W G P 103 3. ,89320388 4 . 99029126 3. 67961 165 
W G S 103 3 . 80582524 4 . 75728155 3, 37864078 
W . M P I03 3. 97087379 5. 56310680 0. 97087379 
W M S 103 3. 15533981 5. 20388350 -0. 33009709 
Table E-2 
Means of main and interaction effects of transformed responses, 
husband subsample 
SAS 21:21 MONDAY, JUNE 18. 1990 
ANALYSIS OF VARIANCE PROCEDURE 
MEANS 
DONEE N EC0N1 S0C2 PSY3 EC0N4 PSY5 PERF6 EC0N7 PSY8 
B 
6 
M 
206 
206 
206 
-0.49029126 
0.03883495 
-3.08737864 
2.39320388 
2.90291262 
2.76213592 
2.69902913 
3.427 18447 
3.66504854 
4 . 18446602 
4.38834951 
2.96601942 
5.96601942 
6.23300971 
6.19902913 
5.65533981 
5.86407767 
5.99029126 
5.66504854 
5.52912621 
5.51941748 
-2.15048544 
- 1.39320388 
-1 .54854369 
DONEE N TIME9 PSY10 PSYl 1 S0C12 EC0N13 PSY14 PSY15 TIME16 
B 
G 
M 
206 
206 
206 
3. 16019417 
3.38834951 
3.16504854 
5.08737864 
4.97087379 
3.88834951 
4.10194175 
4.17961165 
4.98058252 
1.65048544 
1.95145631 
2.30097087 
5.62135922 
5.60194175 
5.60679612 
-1 .35436893 
-1.20873786 
-0.78155340 
2.83009709 
2.92718447 
3.38834951 
3.24757282 
3.48543689 
3.54854369 
DONEE N S0C17 
B 
G 
M 
206, 
206 
206 
3.24757282 
3.56796117 
0.69417476 
GARMENT EC0N1 S0C2 PSY3 EC0N4 PSY5 PERF6 EC0N7 PSY8 
309 
309 
-1.24271845 
-1.1 1650485 
3.03236246 
2.33980583 
3.56634304 
2.961 16505 
3.81229773 
3.88025890 
6.25242718 
6.01294498 
S.893203B8 
5.77993528 
5.62459547 
5.51779935 
•1 .55663430 
•1 .83818770 
GARMENT TIME9 PSY10 PSYl 1 S0C12 EC0N13 PSY14 PSY15 TIME16 
309 
309 
3.37864078 
3.09708738 
4.80582524 
4.49190939 
4.43365696 
4.40776699 
1.98705502 
1 .94822006 
5.70873786 
5.51132686 
-1.11003236 
-1.1 1974110 
3.04854369 
3.04854369 
3.48543689 
3.36893204 
GARMENT N S0C17 
P 309 2.64401294 
S 309 2.36245955 
DONEE GARMENT N ECGN1 S0C2 PSY3 EC0N4 PSY5 PERF6 EC0N7 
8 P 103 -O ,60194175 2 .18446602 2 .24271845 3 .81553398 5 .95145631 5 ,60194175 5 .77669903 
B S 103 -0, .37864078 2 .60194175 3 , 15533981 4 .55339806 5 ,98058252 5 ,70873786 5 .55339806 
G P 103 -0 .02912621 3 .31067961 3 .78640777 4 .58252427 6 ,33009709 5 ,92233010 5 ,50485437 
G S 103 0. 10679612 2 .49514563 3 .06796117 4 , . 19417476 6 ,13592233 5. 80582524 5. 55339806 
M P 103 -3 ,09708738 3 .60194175 4 .66990291 3 .03883495 6 .47572816 6 , 15533981 5. 59223301 
M 5 103 -3 , .0776G990 1 .92233010 2 .66019417 2 .89320388 5 .92233010 5 , 82524272 5, 44660194 
SAS 21:21 MONDAY, JUNE 18. 1990 
ANALYSIS OF VARIANCE PROCEDURE 
MEANS 
DONEE GARMENT N PSY8 TIME9 PSY10 PSY11 SOC 12 EC0N13 PSY14 
B P 103 -2 .61 165049 2 .92233010 5 .28155340 4 .17475728 1 , .66019417 5 .73786408 - 1 . 99029126 
B S 103 -1 .68932039 3 .39805825 4 .89320388 4 .02912621 1 , .64077670 5 .50485437 -0. ,71844660 
G P 103 - 1 .00000000 3 .48543689 4 ,95145631 4 , 22330097 2, ,10679612 5 ,57281553 -0. ,88349515 
G S 103 - 1 .78640777 3 .29126214 4 .99029126 4 . 13592233 1 , 79611650 5, .63106796 -1 . ,53398058 
M P 103 - 1 .05825243 3 .72815534 4 . 18446602 4 .90291262 2, . 19417476 5, .8 1553398 -0. ,45631068 
M S 103 -2 .03883495 2 .60194175 3 ,59223301 5, 05825243 2. ,40776699 5. ,39805825 - 1 . 10679612 
DONEE GARMENT N PSY15 TIME16 SOC 17 
B P . 103 2 . 55339806 2 .98058252 3 , 03883495 
8 S 103 3, .10679612 3. ,51456311 3. ,45631068 
G P 103 3 . 1262 1359 3 , 68932039 3. 69902913 
G S 103 2 , 72815534 3 , 28155340 3, 43689320 
M P 103 3 , 46601942 3. ,78640777 1 . 194 17476 
M S 103 3 .310679G1 3 ,31067961 O. 19417476 
Table E-3 
Means of main and interaction effects of transformed resoonsea. 
wife Bubsample 
SAS 18 MONDAY, JUNE 18. 1990 
ANALYSIS OF VARIANCE PROCEDURE 
MEANS 
DONEE N ECONl S0C2 PSY3 EC0N4 PSY5 PERF6 EC0N7 PSY8 
B 
G 
M 
206 
206 
206 
-1.10194175 
-0.82038835 
-4.47572816 
2.13592233 
2.88349515 
3.19902913 
2.35922330 
3.69417476 
3.72815534 
5.91262136 
6.08737864 
5.18932039 
6.84951456 
6.90776699 
6.43203883 
7.00000000 
7.29126214 
7.09708738 
6.81067961 
6.85922330 
6.96116505 
-2.84466019 
-2.49029126 
-3.29126214 
DONEE N TIME9 PSY10 PSY11 S0C12 EC0N13 PSY14 PSY15 TIME 16 
B 
G 
M 
206 
206 
206 
4.78640777 
4.64077670 
4.55825243 
5.69902913 
5.94660194 
4.70873786 
4.59708738 
4.83980583 
5.02912G21 
0.62621359 
1 .16019417 
O. 35436893 
7.01941748 
6.8737864 1 
7. 145G3107 
-3.35922330 
-2.567961 17 
-2.95145631 
3.25242718 
3.84951456 
3.5G310680 
4.93203883 
4.8737864 1 
5.38349515 
DONEE 
B 
G 
M 
N 
206 
206 
20G 
SOC 17 
3.46116505 
3.52912621 
O.32038835 
U> 
GARMENT ECONl S0C2 PSY3 EC0N4 PSY5 PERF6 EC0N7 PSY8 
309 
309 
-2.02265372 
-2.24271845 
3.37540453 
2.10355987 
3.87055016 
2.65048544 
5.68932039 
5.77022654 
6.85760518 
6.60194175 
7.21682848 
7.04207120 
7.01294498 
6.74110032 
-2.55016181 
-3.20064725 
GARMENT 
P 
S 
309 
309 
TIME9 
4.56957929 
4.75404531 
PSY10 
5.68932039 
5.21359223 
PSY1 1 
5.03883495 
4.60517799 
SOC 12 
0.66343042 
0.76375405 
EC0N13 
7.03883495 
6.98705502 
PSY14 
-2.94174757 
-2.97734628 
PSY15 
3.77346278 
3.33656958 
TIME16 
5.10679612 
5.01941748 
GARMENT SOC 17 
309 2.67637540 
309 2. 19741100 
DONEE GARMENT N ECONl S0C2 PSY3 EC0N4 PSY5 PERF6 EC0N7 
B P 103 - 1 .087378G4 2 .26213592 2 .39805825 5 .40776699 6 .864077G7 7 .05825243 6 99029126 
B S 103 - 1 .11650485 2 .00970874 2 .32038835 6 .41747573 6 .83495146 6 .94174757 6 ,63106796 
G P 103 -0. 73786408 3 . 18446602 4 , 01941748 6 .43689320 6 .89320388 7 .22330097 6 ,86407767 
G S 103 -O 90291262 2 ,58252427 3 ,36893204 5 ,73786408 6 .92233010 7 ,35922330 6 ,85436893 
M P 103 -4 , 24271845 4 .67961165 5 , 19417476 5 . 22330097 6 ,81553398 7 , 36893204 7. , 18446602 
M S 103 -4 . 70873786 i ,71844660 2 ,26213592 5 , 15533981 6 .04854369 6 .82524272 6 ,73786408 
SAS 21:18 MONDAY, JUNE 18, 1990 
ANALYSIS OF VARIANCE PROCEDURE 
MEANS 
DONEE GARMENT N •PSY8 T1ME9 PSY 10 PSY11 S0C12 EC0N13 PSY 14 
B P 103 -2 .65048544 4 .25242718 6 . 12621359 4 .68932039 0. 73786408 6, .92233010 -3. 29126214 
B S 103 -3 .03883495 5 .32038835 5 .27184466 4 .50485437 0 ,51456311 7 .11650485 -3, 42718447 
G P 103 -2 .47572816 4 .84466019 5 .61 165049 4 .96116505 1. 08737864 6 .93203883 -2 .64077670 
G S 103 -2 .50485437 4 .43689320 6 .28155340 4 .71844660 1 , 23300971 6, .81553398 -2 ,49514563 
M P 103 -2 .52427184 4 .61 165049 5 .33009709 5 .46601942 0. 16504854 7 .26213592 -2, 89320388 
M S 103 -4 .05825243 4 .50485437 4 .08737864 4 , .59223301 0. 54368932 7, ,02912621 -3. ,00970874 
DONEE GARMENT N PSY 15 TIME 16 SOC 17 
B P 103 3. ,45631068 4 . ,76699029 3. .37864078 
8 S 103 3, .04854369 5. 09708738 3. 54368932 
G P 103 3 .89320388 4 . 99029126 3. 67961165 
G S 103 3 . 80582524 4 , 75728155 3. 37864078 
M p 103 3. ,97087379 5 . 56310680 0. 97087379 
M s 103 3. 15533981 5. 20388350 -0. 33009709 
199 
APPENDIX F 
ANALYSIS OF VARIANCE OF TRANSFORMED RESPONSES FOR 
AFFECTIVE ITEMS, HUSBAND AND WIFE SUBSAMPLES 
Table F-1 
Analysis of variance of transformed responses for affective items.husband and wife subsamDlea 
Husband Wife 
Items Person Recipient Garment R*G Person Recipient Garment R*G 
Economic 
1 
4  
7  
1 3  
2 7 . 5 7 * *  
11.00** 
9 . 2 3 * *  
1 6 . 4 6 * *  
4 3 . 5 2 * *  
1 0 . 9 5 * *  
0 . 3 1  
0 . 0 1  
0 . 9 4  
0 . 2 0  
0 . 7 0  
4 . 5 3 *  
0 . 1 6  
3 . 9 1  
0 . 3 0  
1 . 3 7  
3 4 . 4 7 * *  
6 . 3 9 * *  
8 . 5 7 * *  
6 . 4 6 * *  
5 2 . 6 8 * *  
8 . 3 0 * *  
0 . 5 8  
1 . 7 9  
2 . 4 7  
0 . 2 0  
5 . 1 8 '  
0 . 1 8  
0 . 8 2  
4.80** 
1 . 3 6  
1 . 0 6  
Social 
2 
12 
1 7  
9  .  8 4 * *  
2 4  .  6 9 * *  
9 . 1 4 * *  
1 . 8 5  
4 . 3 9 *  
6 2 . 2 6 * *  
1 4 . 4 3 * *  
0 . 0 9  
4 . 2 9 *  
9 . 9 9 * *  
1 .  3 2  
5 . 8 4 * *  
1 3 . 7 4 * *  
1 4 . 8 8 * *  
11.68** 
5 . 5 3 * *  
4 . 2 7 *  
6 5 . 9 5 * *  
2 5 . 2 5 * *  
0 . 3 4  
7 . 5 9 * *  
1 6 . 7 5 * *  
0 . 7 4  
4 . 8 3 * *  
M 
o 
o 
Psychological 
3  
5  
8 
10 
11 
1 4  
1 5  
10.18** 
1 2 . 9 9 * *  
1 1 . 0 3 * *  
8 . 8 9 * *  
20.16** 
1 4 . 6 9 * *  
18.60** 
7 . 8 8 * *  
1 . 5 6  
4 . 4 3 *  
1 7 . 9 8 * *  
10.21** 
3 . 7 6 *  
4 . 4 6 *  
1 5 . 3 3 * *  
4 . 9 2 *  
2 . 8 6  
4 . 9 7 *  
0 . 0 7  
0 . 0 0  
0.00 
1 9 . 4 5 * *  
2 . 4 9  
7 . 6 8 * *  
1 . 6 7  
0 . 6 6  
1 4 . 6 3 * *  
4 . 0 6 *  
7 . 1 4 * *  
1 3 . 0 4 * *  
1 3 . 8 5 * *  
6 . 9 6 * *  
1 4 . 5 9 * *  
1 9 . 7 2 * *  
9 . 4 2 * *  
10.01** 
8 . 1 3 * *  
2 . 8 8  
1 8 . 4 6 * *  
1 . 6 8  
4 . 3 5 *  
2 . 4 7  
2 7 . 9 8 * *  
5 . 4 2 *  
1 1 . 0 1 * *  
1 0 . 5 4 * *  
1 3 . 1 9 * *  
0.08 
7 . 5 7 * *  
1 2 . 9 6 * *  
6 . 9 4  
4 . 4 7  
1 2 . 5 2 * *  
2 . 6 7  
0.26 
1 . 1 7  
Performance 
6 1 5 . 4 9 * *  3 . 7 2 *  1 . 5 9  1 . 4 7  1 4 . 5 0 * *  3 . 9 8 *  5 . 0 7 *  5 . 8 4 * *  
Time 
9  
16 
1 3 . 4 5 * *  
1 4 . 0 5 * *  
0 . 8 4  
1 . 4 4  
4 . 3 5 *  
1 . 0 8  
7 . 3 9 * *  
5 . 4 0 * *  
9 . 8 9 * *  
12.26** 
0 . 3 9  
2 . 8 4  
0 . 9 0  
0 . 4 5  
5 . 0 3 * *  
1 . 4 8  
*  0 . 0 5  * * g < 0.01 
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APPENDIX G 
CORRELATION ANALYSIS OF TRANSFORMED RESPONSES FOR 
AFFECTIVE ITEMS, COUPLE SAMPLE, WIFE AND HUSBAND SUBSAMPLES 
Table G-1 
Correlation analysis of transformed responses for affective items, 
couple sample 
EC0N1 EC0N4 EC0N7 EC0N13 S0C2 S0C12 S0C17 PSY3 PSY5 PSY8 PSY10 PSY11 PSY14 PSY15 PERF6 TIHE9 
EC0N1 .10 -.05 -.06 
EC0N4 .41 .30 
EC0M7 .35 
S0C2 .22 .04 .05 .19 .11 .25 
S0C12 .13 -.02 -.02 -.00 .06 
S0C17 .27 .25 .01 .08 
PSY3 .09 .08 .08 .19 .34 .21 .14 .33 .18 .19 .30 .16 .27 
PSY5 -.00 .31 .35 .40 .22 .04 .17 -.01 .34 .24 -.02 .26 
PSY8 .36 -.04 - .06 -.03 .24 .17 .23 .03 .09 .51 .17 
PSY10 .10 .23 .25 .34 .24 .08 .33 .20 -.03 .25 
PSY11 .01 .08 .16 .22 .16 .23 -.01 .05 .24 
PSY14 .31 -.01 -.08 -.08 .18 .31 .11 .26 
PSY15 .07 .18 .14 .15 .27 .17 .23 
PERF6 -.10 .41 .49 .51 .19 -.02 - .06 .20 .55 -.10 .36 .28 -.10 .22 
T1ME9 .09 .40 .25 .32 .11 .01 .18 .10 .20 .12 .23 .12 .04 .22 
TIHE16 .01 .35 .24 .54 .20 - ,04 .17 .08 .22 .06 .24 .22 .04 .32 
.33 
.38 .54 
Table G-2 
Correlation analysis of transformed responses for affective items. 
wife subsample 
EC0N1 EC0N4 EC0N7 EC0N13 S0C2 S0C12 see 17 PSY3 PSY5 PSY8 PSY10 PSY11 PSY14 PSY15 
EC0N1 .11 -.03 - .04 
ECONA .30 .15 
EC0N7 .19 
S0C2 .20 .02 .12 .16 .07 .26 
S0C12 .15 .01 .07 -.02 .12 
S0C17 .30 .31 .02 .08 
PSY3 .15 .08 .10 .12 .30 .18 .15 .34 .23 .24 .27 .12 .28 
PSY5 .09 .28 .24 .30 .21 .05 .27 .07 .30 .18 .05 .20 
PSY8 .37 .01 -.10 -.01 .24 .16 .24 .12 .19 .50 .16 
PSY10 .16 .16 .23 .25 .26 .06 .40 .28 .02 .29 
PSY11 .17 .10 .09 .21 .17 .24 .08 .13 .24 
PSY14 .31 .10 -.05 -.04 .16 .29 .12 .20 
PSY15 .19 .15 .04 .04 .26 .18 .25 
PERF6 -.04 .35 .49 .40 .19 -.05 .15 .13 .45 -.02 .30 .17 .00 .14 
TIME9 .11 .42 .17 .17 .01 .05 .27 .04 .14 .16 .20 .10 .14 .27 
TIME16 .13 .27 .12 .20 .21 - .06 .24 .02 .12 .16 .23 .22 .17 .34 
.25 
.26 .51 
Table G-3 
Correlation analvsis of transformed responses for affective items, 
husband subsample 
EC0N1 EC0N4 EC0N7 EC0N13 S0C2 S0C12 S0C17 PSY3 PSY5 PSY8 PSY10 PSY11 PSY14 PSY15 PERF6 T1HE9 
EC0N1 .15 -.02 - .04 
EC0N4 .43 .33 
EC0N7 .37 
S0C2 .25 .07 -.02 .24 .17 .24 
S0C12 .07 .03 .11 .09 -.05 
S0C17 .24 .21 .01 .10 
lO 
o 
.34 
.41 .54 
PSY3 .02 .10 .08 .27 .40 .24 .13 .33 .11 .15 .34 .22 .25 
PSY5 -.07 .29 .39 .43 .23 .08 .06 -.07 .36 .29 -.03 .31 
PSY8 .32 -.03 .02 .02 .24 .14 .23 -.04 -.01 .49 .20 
PSY10 .07 .26 .23 .38 .22 .15 .26 .10* -.02 .18 
PSY11 -.15 .03 .20 .22 .16 .24 -.12 -.02 .22 
PSY14 .28 -.03 -.01 -.00 .23 .29 .11 .39 
PSY15 - .06 .19 .20 .21 .28 .18 .21 
PERF6 -.11 .37 .42 .52 .21 .10 -.01 .30 .61 -.11 .37 .35 -.08 .27 
TIME9 .10 .33 .25 .38 .26 .02 .06 .18 .21 .14 .22 .13 .02 .14 
TIHE16 -.09 .35 .27 .36 .18 .08 .09 .18 .27 .02 .21 .21 - . 0 2  .28 
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APPENDIX H 
SUMMARY OF SIGNIFICANT MAIN AND INTERACTION EFFECTS OF 
TRANSFORMED RESPONSES, COUPLE SAMPLE, HUSBAND AND WIFE SUBSAMPLES 
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Table H-1 
Summary of significant main and interaction effects, couple sample, 
husband and wive subsamples 
Recipient Garment Recipient*Gament 
Item c H W C H W c H W 
Econl * *  * *  ** 
Soc2 ** * *  •kit ** * * **  * *  * *  
Psy3 * *  * *  * *  •kit * *  ** * * **  **  
Econ4 * *  * *  * *  * *  *  * *  
Psy5 *  * *  * *  * *  * *  * *  
Perf6 * *  *  * *  *  * *  * *  
Econ7 * * 
Psy8 *  *  ** * *  * *  * *  *  
Time9 * ** * *  * *  
PsylO * *  ** * *  * *  * **  ** * *  
Psyll * *  * *  * *  kit 
Socl2 * * 
Econl3 *  
PByl4 * *  *  * * *  * *  
PsylS •k * *  kit it 
TimelS *  if it it* 
SOC17 * *  *  * *  * *  **  **  
** - E < 0.01 
C - couple sample 
* -
H 
E < 0.05 
- husband subsample W - wife subsample 
